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STATE AND FEDERAL PRISONS REPORT 
RECORD GROWTH DORING LAST 12 MONTHS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- The number of state and federal prison 

i . 

'inmates grew by 89,707 during the 12 months ending June 39, 1~95, 

ithe Department of Justice announced today. It was the largest· 

lone-year population increase the Department has recorded. At the 

i end of June I there were 1,104 ,074 men and women incarcera.ted in 

I the nation'S prisons. 

During the past 12 months the state prison population grew 


by 9.1 percent and the federal prison population by 6.1 percent, 


which is the equivalent of 1,725 new prison beds every week. On 


June 30, 1995, state prisons held 1,004,608 inmates and federal 


prisons held.99.466. 


State and federal prisons, which primarily house convicted 
'. 

felons serving sentences of a year or more, hold about two-thirds 

(MORE) 
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the total incarceration rate reached 565 inmates per 100,000 U.S. 

residents. 

The incarceration rate of state and federal prisoners 


sentenced to more than a year reached 403 per 100,000 U.S. 

I 
! 

r~sidents on June 30, 1995. Texas led the nation with 659 
, 
s~ntenced prisoners per ioo,ooo state residents. followed by 

L,ouisiana (573 per 100,000), Oklahoma (536) and South Carolina 
i 

(;510). The states with lowest rates were North Dakota (90 

sentenced prisoners per 100,000 state residents), Minnesota (103) 

arid Maine (l12). 

The rate for inmates serving a sentence of more than a year 

¥as 776 males per 100 / 000 U.S. male residents, compared to 47 
, , 

Females per 100,000 female residents. Since June 30, 1994, the 
!, 
humber of female inmates has grown by 11.4 percent, compared to 
I 

i 


'an 8.7 percent increase among male inmates. As of mid-year 1995, 
i 

ithere were 69,028 women in state and federal prisons--6.3 percent 

;of all prisoners. 

During the last decade the number of black inmates in state, 

ifederal and local jails and prisons has grown at a faster pace 

(MORE) 
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of the more than 1.5 million adults incarcerated in. the United 
i 

States. The other third are held in locally operated jails,
I 


I 


w~ich primarily house people awa~ting trial or serving sentences 

of a year or less. On June 30, 1994, the most recent date for 

which jail data are available, 483,717 adults were in local 
, 

j~ils.
! 

The combined state and federal prison population increase of 
i 

8:-8 percent during the past 12 months was slightly higher than 

t:he average annual growth (7.9 percent) recorded since 1990. , 
I 

During the year preceding June 30, 1995, prison populations 

{ncreased by at least 10 percent in 23 states. Texas reported 
I

the largest growth (nearly 27 percent) I followed by West Virginia 
: 
~26 percent) and North Carolina (18 percent). Prison populations 
I 
declined in the District of Columbia (down 5.0 percent), Alaska 

(3.1 percent) I Arkansas (1.0 percent) and South Carolina (0.8 

percent) . 

Between 1980 and 1994 the total number of people held in 
, 

federal and state prisons and local jail,S almost tripled-
I 
I 

~ncreasing from 501,886 to 1,483,410. As of December 31, 1994, 
! 

(MORB) 
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th'an the number of white inmates. Although the number of black 
i 

an:d white inmates was almost equal in ·l994, the incarceration 

ra:te .for blacks was much higher . .. 
I,, 

A~cording to data collected annually from state, federal and 
I 

ldcal officials, the proportion of black females in the U.S. who 
i 

a~e incarcerated was seven times higher than for white females. in 

1994. Similarly, the proportion of black male adults 

incarcerated was almost eight times higher than for whi'te male 

a~ults, An estimated 6.8 percent of all black male adults were 
I 
I 

in jailor prison compared to less than 1 percent of white male 


adults. 

I 

I 
i 

These data were analyzed by BJS statisticians Darrell K. 

G~lliard and Allen J. Beck. Additional information may be 
I 

I 


obtained from the BJS Clearinghouse, Box 179, Annapolis Junction, 

Maryland 20701-0l79. The telephone number is 1-800-732-3277. 
I. 

Fax orders to 410-792-4358. 

Data from tables and graphs used in many BJS reports can be 
i 

obtained in spreadsheet files on 5;{ and 3M inch diskettes by 


calling 202-6l6-3283. 

I 

! 

I # # # 
. I 
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CONF.~ENCE RtpORT 

Is 'Anything "\\,0rking? 


'T
I"e numbers are intirilidating: , ' BY P[:N [ LOP [ L ['M 0 V poll in which p~ople are asked what th~y
"Near]v 1 111i]]ion 111en and. ' ...................... ".......... '''.~...... '.... think about an issue to \vhich ~ey (u~~.nor 

i wome'n'live behind bars, iii' Desclibiilg the political pressures that, necessarilypayingattehtion, , . ' 
i sta,te prisons-a' number that': influence corrections policy, Mark Mell~ In contrast ,are "deliberativ~" polls, in' 
'has ttipled in the past 1.5 ~'enrs. ' man, ~I pollster for many Dempcratic which people'are asked thei,r opinion' 

States now spend more than 820 billion a political c,mdicbtes ,md officeholders, ,md ' after they~ve had time t~ study an isstle. 
year to keep them there andanoth~r$2Glen I:JQlger, \VI1O dO'es the same for' ,In one stich pc)llthat Fishkin ran inMan
billion:a Vear to build ne\\; correctional Repuhlicalls; explained that crime and: chester,'England, on the subject ofcrime, , 

corrections are ,hot political issues if) pmt punishment and 'prisons, 'people " 
Moreover, the ovenJI opel:iltionai costs because the public sees' the, fornler as a: 'ans\vered questions quite fIifferently after 

of cQrrecbons-everything f~olll,maxi-' key indicator of the breakdown of the they learned nlOre ab()ut the costs, alter-. 
mum-seeuritv cells to probation and 'eo{mtrv's social hIbriearid the latter as a native punishments and causes of Clime. 

, parole omeers':"-is now )'(iughly6 percent prime' reason for a' growing distrust of ' The npmberof lJt::rsons opting for,sencl
of ShH~ operating' budgets., a c!mllltulll' govel111l1ent. A frequent product of these ,. ing more offenders to prison; 'forinstmce, 
leap from 1980, when cOITections spend- , concerns: mandatory sentences that dropped from 57 percent to 38 percent 
ing was bareIY,<1 hlip on a line within a increase punishment '~1d,Jaws that make after a period of lectures ,md diSCUSSIon of 
state's operating hudget. ' prism} .time harsher. J'\.1ost voters who the issue. "If the public is ~'Onfronted witil 

Althpugh eorrections expenditures endorse such· get.!tough measures know trade-offs ,md realities, if they:re'engaged ., 
don't improve an 'economy, educate,chil- little about their costs or, 'alternative nIea- in an iss_ue, there can be major shifts in ' 
dren or build for the nlhlre, public bpin- " sures, Indeed, as Bolger P4f it, they ~end opinion," Fishkin told the conference. 
jim 'poll.s suggestthat the' ta,xpaying pub- ' to have a "sle<:\gehanll.11er reaction." , 
lie has' no objection to policies that It is tllis reici:ion that tends, to be mea- SPENDING SMART, ACTING TOUGH 
increR~e those expem)itllI:es. ' , • sll~ed--:-,~d becomes the pei'ceived politi- Tpe cost of punishment was cleai-Iya 

, ,;\TId therein lies theel1Jxof the Gov~' cal wisdom-i,n an "ordinary" P91l, which flashpoint for frustration expressed by' 
ERNING cpnierence "Getting Tough on JaIlles Fishkin, a professor of government most of the legislators and corrections 
Crime: What Works in CO\Tections mId At aUhe Uniyersity of Texas, defines as, a 6ffiGialswho attended tile conference: 'As 
""hat Cost." The con terence, \vhich took 
place tllis s~lmmer in Durhmn, NOIih CU'~, 
qlina, sponsor~c1 hY.:.the Nor'th Carolina 
Crirne Commission, the state of North 
C~Qlina, Digital Products ~Olp, itnd the ' 
Hazelden' Foundation, exmnined answers 
to the qllcstion p~sed by Joseph Lelmiml, , 
Maine's eommi'ssioner of corrections:, 
':Hmv di) you ta](e~le political pres~U1e to 
get tough on crinle ancllink tlmt witl1 tire 
resources allocati:J<.1 to these issues'?~' 
. Addressing the lXJnference; NOlth Cm'

olina C(l,vemor J,Ulles B, Hunt Jr. outlined 
his state's '(lppro,aeil, hahincing tougher, 
more e~rtaiil punishme,;t with stronger 
prevention programs:€olorado AttOIi1ey . 

, General .G.Je, Norton came down: squarely , 
on ,the,sideof.h,irsher treatment for 
inmates; in prison, detailing steps states 
cOl)ld take to ,maximize plison capacity, , 

, inCluding sleeping prisoners in shifts to New York State's boot camps are prisons that reduce corrections costs 
reduce the neec\Jor <[cklitiomu heds. and,send ~he public a strong signal that the, state is tough on crime. " , 

, . '.' .' ' 
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Steven Gold, who nU1sthe Center for the 
study of the States, pointed out, cOlTec~' 

. tions costs rose mpidly dming ,the 1980s, 
~t, a rate of-14 percent, a year, a pace 
which has slackened in recent vear's but 
will accelerate again as state'p~son sys
tems feel the impact of new constmction 
and recently passed sentencing laws, 
su¢h as three-soikes and no-p<'U'ole mea
sures; 

Arid that's \vhv everYone invoked in', 
. cOITections is keYing in 'on ways to lower 
the cost of punishing lawbreakers-\\1th
out appearing to coddle them, 

, !\'OIth Carolina's "trllth in sentencing" 
\ h1\~, which links sentences imposed to 
availahle plison space; was highlighted as 

, , a way to control siJending and n~ake ~~re 
costly prison space' is reservedJor the 
1110stviolent criminals. CIimiilals are sen
tenced ,iccording toa glid, set'l)y the leg
islature, that detel11lines time in piis6n 
bas~d on' the violence of the clime .rnd 
'the historY of the crimimu, . 

(' The'N~rth, Carolina system is designed 
to end "seat-of-the-pants" correctional 
poliCies. But in orde~ to get there fi'om' 
here;-'-to keep plison spri.ce av,lilable foJ' 
hardened criminals' without spending 
extraordiimry sums to add more ,pr{son . 
spad:~-'-the new policy ('equires ~utel11a- , 
tive means of pUl)ishing nonviolent 
felons;' day reporting centers, substance 
abuse h'eaonent centers, .intense-supelvi
SiO!l probation, cpl11munityservice 
chores~ the use of monitoring c1e\1ces and 

. ili-hoille confinement. . 
New York State's hoot 'camp program 

has ~uso produced some cost-sming news: 
There is milCh debateahout the effective
ness Sf shock incarceration for young 
inmafes. Befoi'e one c,rn intelligen~y dis~ 

. Medicaid 

Other, 

CONFERE~CE~E~OR,T 

, CUSS their ,effectiveness, , one must dem;e 
success, said Martin Horn, the former 
executive director and chief operating 
officer of the New York State'Division of 

, Parole. Boot·camps dd~:t "vork for, all ' ' 
nonviolent first-time offenders, but New 
York S'tate's 'boot camp program, the 
largest In\the country with capacity for 
1,500 inmates, has reduced corrections 
costs, given the public a no-frills prison,' 
added to the .perceptiQn that the state is 
to'ugh on crime and, for some inmates, 
broken the criminal cvcle. ',' 

Horn's numbers'add.up this';~ay:'The 
Shock Incarcemtion Program has saved 
the conectionsdepartment an'estimated 
$361 million in both opemting and capital' 
costs over the past five years. For every , 
100 shock inmates \yho make it, through , 
the prograpl, the state' srlves $2.1 million 
it would otherwise have had to spend on 
the care .rnd custodv of these inmates. 

, ,SOllle altern<iti~e programs such as 
. boot camps tend to widen the mit..,-that 
, is;}udges sentence 'to the programs crimi

nals they might otherwi~e have placed on , ' 
probation; !\'ew York State controls this 

, phenomeno\,\ hy taking the boot camp 
sentellce out of a judge's hands, Inmates 
are chosen for shock incarceration-a 
sentence th,lt is usually shorter bt;t more 

':'("". 0"VB.'~Q. T\-T:rNG, .;J ,,' .' 1:"1 '11 

•••• 

rigorous than a regularpIison sentence- , I~mates from some plisons g~ out on 
by the conections department and only .I·oad gangs to pick up trash, cle\u' ditches " 
aftel' the perso'l'l' has been tried and 'sen- , orclean debJis from cloggechvaterways, 
tenced to jailor plison. In that way, boot 


. C.U11p is limited to the prison-bound. . '. 

, Hom also Iloted that a post-boot camp' 

program was beginning to have success 
in keeping "grachmtes" from returning to 
t1le cIiminaljusbce syste'm .. "Platoons" of 
graduates ani. kept togethe~ after hoot: 
camp--just as the U,S. Marines keep pla
.loons togetl1el: after hoot-carnp tiaining-;
and probation officers supervise their 
activities more intensely and ac'tively 
he)pthe graduates getjohs. \ . 

.. . 
CASHING iN ON ROAD.GANGS 
, Ol)e sore point for c.:onections,officials 

i's the' widespread notion thitt inmates in 
state plisons ai'e coddled, spending their 
days lolling in f,:ont of a television set,' 
rousing' only to eat their three fre.:; me,us 

, a day ,Uldshc)ot a fewrounds ofhoops. . 
That'isn't a pafiicularly <It:curate view. 

., , 

. !~'·~~·[~1 :~~~G'U\~~'~:fu f.~l~~W\ ~1'~~2 :.. 

:~'~~ t:~~~r\;~ ':_~:~g:2g::::_~j .~;~~ ·.·~~t: 
. " " 

":~:~JlI?'1 ;~;~~:;5'l2 ;i~r:ij] :::~; :~~ •.~~"':':" 

-James Rshkin, prOfessor,of / 
\ government, University of Texas 

I ' 

Such outside-of-prison work has signifi
cant possibilities, said Fmnklin Freeman, 
secretary. of N61'th Carolina:s Depart" 
ment of COITections. ''The genel'al puhlic 
feels thati'nmates do not work," he s~lid, 
"because the work is not visihle." To 
'rri~e it obvious, N0!1h Carolina posts, big 
signs at such sites: :'Inmates at Work." 
,"Whether prisoners are'seen out on a 
four-lane road or. the infolllliltion about' 
work programs is ,generated' by repeated 
press releases, you ca'n correct the 
impression that pIisoners lie arou'nd and 
watch television,'" Freeman said. It is, 
however, more eXi)ei1siye t~ work plison
ers than warehouse then'!.. Road g,mgs, in 
particular, a:re costly: One officer can 
oversee 100 innlntes working' inside a 
plison, but it takes one officer forevelY 
12 to 14 inmates outside plison walls. ' 

In' dosing, Maine's Lehman ,summa-
Many prisons ruri work f~lrms,' operate . 'rized the dilemma fileing public officiius: 


, prison shops and put inmates to work in' "Fiscally, things are going to get tougher. 

prison kitchens, laundries and the like. But we have to figure out how we can


AFDC!2.8%( Most do so a,~ a mea~s of controlling pris- once again>iI1hlse public policy with what 
.Higher Ed Source: Center for the oner hehavic)J'; "Idle time," as one (:On- we know works and what doesn·t. That's II Study, of the States 

I 'fei'ee noted, "is lic;ttime." the chkulenge f()rthe'hl!:tire." [!) 
. :' 

< 

S4 G 0 V ERN I N G October 199;) . 
/ 

http:numbers'add.up


·~rL~S
ilipartm£nt nf 3JulItic£ 

ADVANCE FOR RELEASE AT 5 P.M. EST BJS 
T~URSDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1994 202-307-0784 

STATE AND FEDERAL PRISON POPULATION TOPS ONE MILLION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- The nation's prison population exceeds 

1; million for the ,first time in history, the Department of 
I 

! 

Justice announced today. At the end of June, 1,012,851 men and 

wbmen were incarcerated in state and federal prisons. stafe 

prisons held 919,143 inmates and federal prisons held 93,708 

inmates. California (124,813) and Texas (100,136) together
I 

accounted for more than one in five inmates in' the country.
I 

The prison population grew by almost 40,000 inmates ,during 

the first half of 1994, the equivalent of more than 1,500 a 
I 

week--or three additional 500-bed prisons.
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 


During the last 12 months the prison population expanded by 

mQre than 71,000, the second largest annual increase ever 
I 

recorded. This growth was slightly greater than the annual 
i 

g~owth in the preceding 12 months (69,525) and exceeds by 11 
I 

percent the average annual growth ,(63,793) during the previous 

five years, that is from July 1988 to June 1993. 

(MORE) 
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The incarceration rate of state and federal prisoners 
. . 

sentenced to more than a year reached a record 3~3 prisoners per 
I 

100,000 U.S. residents last June. The st~tes with the highest 
I 

I 

~ncarceration rates were Texas (545 per 100,000), Louisiana 
i 
~514), South Carolina (504) and Oklahoma. (501). 

I 

During the 12 mon"ths preceding June 30, 1994, eleven states 

r;ecorded prisoner growth rates of 10 percent or more, led by 

Connecticut (20 percent), Texas '.(18 percent), and Tennessee (15 

percent) . 

In the last decade the U.S. prison population doubled on a 

per capita basis. During this 10-year period, the incarceration 

rate doubled both for white inmates and black inmates. At the 
l 

end of last year (the latest available data) there were 1,432 

.~lack inma~es per 100,000 black U.S. residents and 203 white 
i: 

rnmates per 100,000 white residents. 

During the first six mpnths.of '1994, the number of female 

i:nmates grew 6.2 percent, compared to a 3.9 percent increase. 

among male inmates. 
! 

On June 30, 1994, there were61,87~'women in state and 

(MORE) 
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~ederal prisons~-6.1 percent of all prisoners. The male 
! 

incarceration rate, 719 per 100,000 male residents, was more than 
, 

1!6 times' higher than the female incarceration rate--43 per 
, 

100,000 female,residents. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (B~S) collects state and 


f~deral prisoner data twfce a year--on June 30 and December 31 . 

. I 

These counts are designed to provide regular updates to the 
I . 

p:ublic on the number of people confined by state and federal 

aMthority. The data have been published since 1926. 
I, 
I 


,
i The report was prepared by Allen J. Beck and ThomasP. 
! . 

Bonczar, statisticians in the Department's Bureau of Justice 

S~atistics (BJS). Data from tables and graphs used in many BJS 
I 

reports can be obtained in spreadsheet files on 5~ and 3~ inch 
I 

diskettes by calling 202-307-0784. 

'Single copies of other BJS bulletins and reports may be 

obtained from the BJS Clearinghouse, Box 179, Annapolis Junction,
I 

I 

I 

Maryland 20701-0179. The telephone 'number is 1-800-732-3277. 

Fax orders to 410-792-4358. For additional information and 
I 

statistics on drugs and crime call the BJS Drugs and Crime Data 
i 

Center and Clearinghouse on 1-800-666-3332. 
I 

I 

95-4 
After hou~s contact: stu Smith 301-983~9354 
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:Table 1. Prisoners under Jursldlctlon of State and Federal correctional authorities, 
,June 30,1994, December 31,1993, and June 30,1993, by region and State 

Percent change from Number 01 sentenced 
Total gri:lQn (;lQQ!.!laliQ[· 

6/30194 12131193 6130193 
6I3OAl3 to 
6/30194 

12131193 to 
6I3Ml4 

prisoners per 100,000 
population on 6/30194" 

U.s. total 1.012.651 973.325 941.816 7.5% 4.1 % 373 

:, Federal institutions 93.708 89,587 86,972 7.7 4.6 30 
:Slate institutions 919.143 883.738 654.844 7.5 4.0 343 

'Northeast 
Connecti<::ut 

149,597 
14.427 

145.425 
13.691 

141,598 
12.007 

5.60/0 
19.6, 

2.90/0 
5.4 

2BO 
331 

Maine 1.468 1.469 1.470 (- .1) (- .1) 113 
, Massachusetts 10.072 10,Q34 9.950 1.2 0.4 165 

New Hampshire 1.895 1.775 1.765 7.4 6.8 167 
New Jersey 24,471 23.831 22,837 7.2 2.7 2IJl 
NewYor1< 65.962 64.569 63,875 3.3 2.2 ·361 
Pennsylvania 27.071 26,(l5O 25,588 5.8 3.9 224 
Rhode Island 3,049 2,783 2,824 8.0 9.6 165 
Vermont 1,182 1.223 1,222 (-3.3) (-3.4) 138 

Midwest, , 
I IUinois 

178,339 
35.614 

173,270 
34.495 

, 171,699 
33.072 

3.90/0 
7.7 

2.9% 
3.2 

. 289 
302 

'_I' 

Indiana 14,826 14,470 14,221 4.3 2.5 256 
Iowa 5,090 4.898 4,695' a4 3.9 180 
Kansas 6.090 5.727 6,230 (-2.2) 6.3 239 
Michigan 40.220 39,318 39.893 .8 2.3 423 
Minnesota 4,573 4.200 4,286 6.7 8.9 100 
Missouri 16.957 16.171 16.540 2.5 4.9 321 
NeI:xaska 2,449 2.518 2.544 (-3.7) (-2.7) 148 
North Dakota 522 498 491 6.3 4.8 '75 
Ohio 41,156 40,641 39,792 3.4 1.3 369 
South Dakota 1,636 1,553 1,538 6.4 5.3 227 

, Wisconsin 9.200 8,781 8,397 9.6 4.8 172 

South 395,188 376,937 358,959 10.1% 4.80/0 425 
: Alabama 19.098 18,624 18.349 4.1 2.5 439 

Askanses 8,916 8,625 8.736 2.1 3.4 355 
! Delaware 4,324 4,210 4,264 .9 2.7 ' 391 
~ District 01 Columbia 11,033 10.845 11.295 (-2.3) 1.7 1,578 
: Florida ' 56,052 53,048 50,603 10.8 5.7 404 
• Georgia 30,292 27,783 , 27,004 12.2 9.0 417 
, Kentucky
! Louisiana 
I Mary1and 

10,724 
23,333 
20,887 

10,440 
22,468 
20.264 

10,526 
21,915 
20,173 

1.9 
6.5 
3.5 

2.7 
3.8 
3.1 

281 
514 
392 

, Mississippi 10,631 9,907 9.586 10.9 7.3 365 
, North Carolina 22.650 21,892 21.086 7.4 3.5 314 
• Oklahoma 16.300 16,409 15,676 ' 4.0 (-.6) 501 
: South Carolina
i Tennessee 

19.646 
14.397 

18.704 
12,824 

18,892 
12,587 

4.0 
14.6 

5.0 
12.3 

504 
278 

Texas 100,136 96.239 84,551 18.4 4.0 545 
• VlI9inia 24,822 22,650 21,857 13.6 8.6 374 
, West VlI9inia 1,941 ' 1,805 1,859 . 4.4 7.5 100 

weSt 196,019 188.100 182,588 7.4% 4.20/0 328 
: Alaska 2.738 2,703 2.928 (-6.5) 1.3 256 
, Arizona 18,809 17,811 16.998 10.7 5.6 448 
; CalHomia 124,813 119.951 115,534 8.0 4.1 382 
'Colorado 9.954 9.462 9.188 8.3 5.2 272 
i Hawai 3,246 3.129 3,Q79 5,4 3.7 170 

2.861 2,600 2.602 10.0 9.8 253 
• Idaho: Montana 1.654 1,541 1,445 14.5 7.3 192 
: Nevada 6,745 6.412 6.512 3.6 52 456 
I NewMexloo 3,704 3,498 3,440 7.7 5.9 216 
I Oregon 6,723 6,557 6,626 1.5 2.5 169 
,'Utah 

iWashington 

2,948 
10,650 

2,888 
10,419 

2,827 
10,349 

4.3 
2.9 

2.1 
2.2 

154 
198 

, Wyoming 1.174 1,129 1,060 10.8 4.0 247 

Olndicales a negative percent change. "The rate per 100,000 residents is based on the number 

"Includes inmates sentenced to more than 1year ( "sentenoed prisoners'? and 01 prisoners sentenced to more than 1 year. 

those sentenoed to a year or less or with no sentence. Prisonet counts may 

d,iffer from previously published fillures and may also be revised. 




~abIe2. The prison situation among the S1ates, June 30, 1994 
, 
10 states with the Number 

10 States with 
thehighesl 

Sentenced 
prisoners per 

10 States with the 
highest annual 10 States with the Number 01 

largest total prison 01 ' incarceration 100,000 growll'l, &'30193 Percent largest number 01 female 
PoPulations Inmates rates, 1994" residents to 6130194 change, female prisoners prisoners 
I 

California 124,813 Texas 545 Connecticut 19.60/0 California 7,934 
-Texas 100,136 Louisiana 514 Texas 18.4 Texas 7,700 
New York 65,962 South Carofina 504 Tennessee 14.6 New York 3,007 
Florida 56,052 Oklahoma' 501 Montana 14.5 FloriQa 2,889 
Ohio 41,156 Nevada 456 Vll'9lnia 13.6 Ohio 2,556 
Michigan 40,220 Arizona 448 Georgia 12.2 Michigan 1,883 
Illinois 35,614 Alabama 439 Mississippi 10.9 Georgia 1,862 
Georgia 30,292 Michigan 423 Fklrida 10,8 Illinois 1,723 
pennsylllania 27,071 Georgia 417 Wyoming 10.8 Oklahoma 1,558 
Virginia 24,822 Florida 404 Arizona 10.7 Virginia 1,399 

Note: The District of Columbia as awholly urban . *The number of prisoners with sentences greater 
il!risdiClion is excluded. than 1 year per 100,000 residents. 

I"labia 3. Growth In thenumber of pr1soners ,198&94 

Annual incr~ in nymber of !;1risone!ll' 
J~ 1- JY!l!l3O 

I 

1,993-94 

U.S. !Q!!!! 
71,035 

Eederal 
6,736 

S!i!lI 
64,299 

1992-93 
1991-92 

69,525 
51,256 

9,583 
7,885 

59,942 
43,371 

19OOe1 
1989-90 
1~aa.a9 

49,268 
80,043 
68,875 

5,lj02 
9,141 
5,560 

43,666 
70,902 
63,315 

f:9rowth , 63,793 7/554 56.239 

Number of inmates 
in State and Federal prisons 
1,200,000 r---..,.--------------, 

1,000,000 r-----------------.:;;d 

400,000 

200,000 

o 

800,000/------------

600,000 f----

1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 	 June 30, 
1994 

The Slate and Federal prison population increased 
from 462,002 on December 31,1984, to 1,012,851 
on June 30, 1994. 

Fig. 1 
. i 

'Number of inmates 
in State and Federal prisons 
per 100,000 U.S. residents 
800,---------------~--------~ 

OOOI----------~~~--~ 

1 

400~~~------------------~ 

200L---~~==~--~--------~ 

Female 

0------------------ 
1984 1986 '1988 1990 H)92 June 30, 

, 1994 
The number of State and Federal inmates per 100,000 U.S. 
residents increased from 187 in 1984,to 373 in 1994. 
In June 1994 the rates were 719 male inmates per 100,000 
males and 43 female inmates per 100,000 females. 

Fig. 2 
i 

Number of inmates 
in State and Federal prisons 
per 100,000 U.S. residents 
1,500 ,-------------------------, 

1,000 r----------~'--------------~ 

500~------------------------~ 

White 
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1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1993 

Between 1984 and 1993, the rate of Incarceration 
for whites increased from 116 per 100,000 white 
residents to 203, and the rate for blacks increased 
from 723 per ,100,000 black residents to 1,432. 

Fig. 3 
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Jurisdiction notes include both jail and prison North Carolina. In North Carolina, 
populations. populations of inmates given 

Alaska. Prisons and jails form an partially suspended sentences (part . 
integrated system. NPS data illinois. Population counts are served in pri~on, part ~nder 
include both jail and prison based on custody data. Counts of probation) are included with the 
populations. Population counts for "Inmates with over 1 year maximum "Inmates with over 1 year maximum 
1994 are based on custody data; sentence" include an undetermined sentence" only if the prison portion 
previous counts were jurisdictional. number of inmates with a sentence of the sentence exceeds 1 year. 

1 of 1 year. While population totals are actual 
Arizona. Population coun!s are counts, the breakdowns for sen
b,ased on custody data. Iowa. Population counts are based tence length are estimates believed 

on custody data. to be accurate within 1 % of the 
California. Population counts are actual !,)umbers. 
based on custody data and include Kansas. Population counts include 
civil narcotic addict commitments, approximately 400 inmates Ohio. Population counts for 
county diagnostic cases, Federal sentenced under the new Kansas inmates with maximum sentences 
and other States' inmates, and Sentencing Guidelines Act (1993), a greater than 1 year include an 
s~fekeepers. relatively small but undetermined undetermined number of inmates 

number of whom had a sentence of with a sentence of 1 year or less. 
Colorado. Population counts for less than 1 year •. 
"Inmates with over 1 year maximum Oklahoma. Population counts for 
sentence" include a small number of Maine. Population counts do not inmates with maximum sentences 
inmates with a maximum sentence include inmates with concurrent greater than 1 yearmay include a 
of 1 year or less. Beginning June sentences when one of the small undetermined numbe~ of 
30, 1991, Colorado is reporting sentences is a year or less .. inmates with a sentence of 1 year. 
jurisdictional population counts 
which are not strictly comparable to . Maryland. While population totals Rhode Island. In Rhode Island, 
phsoner counts for prior reference are actual manual counts, the populations of inmates given 
dates. breakdowns for sentence length are , partially suspended sentences 

estimates. (part served in prison, part under 
donnectlcut. Prisons and jails form probation) are included with inmates 
an integrated system. NPS data Massachusetts. Population counts with maximum sentences greater 
include both jail and prison are based on custody data and than 1 year only if the prison portion 
populations. exclude 799 males housed in local of the sentence exceeds 1.year. 

i jails due to crowding, 30 inmates Prisons and jails form an integrated 
D,elaware. In Delaware, populations held in Federal Bureau of Prison system. NPS data include both jail . 
of inmates given partially suspended facilities, and 65 inmates held out of . and prison populations. 
sentences (part served in prison, State. Population counts could not 
part under probation) are included be provided by sentence length. Tennessee. Population counts 
with the "Inmates with over 1 year Counts of sentenced prisoners for exclude 2,646 felons sentenced 
maximum sentence" only if the pris earlier reporting periods may not be . to local jails. 
on portion of the sentence exceeds strictly comparable. Population 
1 'year. Prisons and jails form an totals are actual counts; however, Texas. Population counts are now 
integrated system. NPS data include the male/female breakdown is an jurisdictional counts. Data for 1993 
both jail and prison populations. estimate believed to be within 0.1 % have been revised to include jail 

of the actual disaggregation. By backups. 
District of Columbia. In the law, offenders in Massachusetts 
District of Columbia, populations of may be sentenced to terms of up to Vermont. Prisons and jails form an 
inmates given partially suspended 2 1/2 years in locally operated jails integrated system .. NPS data in
sentences (part served in prison, and correctional institutions. Such clude both jail and prison popula
part under probation) are included populations are excluded from the tions.. Includes 291 inmates on 
with the "Inmates with over 1 year State count but are included in furlough. 
IT)aximum sentence" only if the published population counts and 
prison portion of the sentence rates for local jails ana correctional West Virginia. Population counts 
exceeds 1 year. Prisons and jails institutions. exclude 291 male and 12 female 
form an integrated system. NPS inmates housed in local jails solely 
data include both jail and prison Michigan. Population counts are to ease crowding. 
populations. based on custody data and include 

inmates in the Community Wisconsin. Sentence length for 
Florida. Population counts are Residential Program. inmates counted as "unsentenced" 
b~sed on custody data. is probably 1 year or greater. 

New Jersey. Population counts are Population counts do not include 
Georgia. Population counts are for inmates sentenced to 1 year. 1,033 men and 154 women being 
based on. custody data. . The Department of Corrections has supervised in the community by the 

no jurisdiction over inmates Division of Intensive Sanctions. 

HawaII. Prisons and jails form an sentenced to less than 1 year. 

integrated system. NPS data 


i . 
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At midyear 1992 local jails held an esti
mated 444,584 persons. From July 1991 
to June 1992. the number in jail grew 4%. 
about the same rate as for the previous 
12 months. In 1992 overall jail occupancy 
was 99% of the rated capacity. 

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails provides 
these findings from data reported by 795 
jurisdictions for 1,113 jails, about a third 
of all jails. LOCal officials administer these 
facilities which are able to hold persons 
for more than 48 hours but usually for less 
than 1 year. J 

Other survey findings include: 

• About 1 in every 428 adult U.S. residents 
were in jail on June 30. 1992. 

• A majority 'of jail inmates were black or 
Hispanic. White non-Hispanic inmates 
made up 40% of the jail population; black 
non- Hispanics, 44%; Hispanics, 15%; and 
non- Hispanic inmates of other races, 1 %. 

• An estimated 2,804 juveniles were 
housed, in adult jails on June 30, 1992. 
The average daily juvenile population for 
the year was 2,527. 

• Based on the most recent census (1988) 
503 jurisdictions had an average daily 
population of at least 100 jail inmates. In 
1992, these jurisdictions operated 814 jail 
facilities, which held 362.217 inmates, or 
about 81% of all jail inmates in the country. 

August 1993 

In 1992, for the first time in its 9-year 
history, the Annual Survey of Jails' 
collected information from the large 
jurisdictions about the programs that 
their jails administer - bootcamps, 
work release, alternatives to incarcera
tion, educational and treatment pro
grams for inmates, and drug testing. 

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails and 
this Bulletin would not have been possi
ble without the generous cooperation of 
jail administrators and staff whose facili
ties were selected for the survey. 

Lawrence A. Greenfeld 
Acting Director 

Number 01 persons ' 
in local jails 

500.000 r--;----------------------, 

400,000 f--'-------------- 

300.000 f--c------.:-----_ 

200.000 

100.000 

1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 

Number of inmates in local jails 
per 100,000 U.S. residents 
800 ,------------------, 

600 f----------------~~~ 

400 f------'----~----------j 

a 

200 f-------------------J 
Allinmales White Inmales 

1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 

The U,S.local jail population increased from 209,582 in 1982 The number of local jail inmates per 100,000 U.S. residents 
to 444,584 in 1992. increased from 90 in 1982 to 174 in 1992. In 1992. the 

rates were 109 white inmates per 100,000 white residents 
and 619 black inmates per 100,000 black residents. 

Fig, 1 Fig. 2 
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One-day counts 

On June 30, 1992, the estimated number 
of inmates held in local jails was 444,584, 
an increase of 4.2% over the number held 
on June 28, 1991 (table 1). About 1 in 
every 428 adul~ residents of the United 

Table 1. Jail population: One-day count 
and average dally population, 
by legal statusiand sex, 1991-92 

Number of jail inmates 
Annual Percent 
Survey ofJails change, 
1991 1992 1991·92 

One-day count 
All inmates 426,479 

Adults 424,129 
Male 384,628 
Female 39.501 

Juveniles· 2.350 

Averagedallypop.ulatlon 
AUinmates 422.609 

Adult 420,276 
Male 381 ,458 
Female 38.818 

Juveniles· 2.333 

444,584 
441,781 
401.106 

40.674 
2,804 

441.889 
439.362 
399.528 

39.834 
2.527 

4.2% 
4.2 
4.3 
3.0 

19.3 

4.6% 
4.5 
4.7 
2.8 
8.3 

I 
Note: Data for l·day counts are for June 28. 1991. 
and June 30. 1992. 
·Juveniles are persons defined by State statute as 
being under a cert~jn age, usually 18"and sublect 
initially 10 Juvenile c,ourt authority even if tried as 
adults in criminal court. Because less than 1 % of the 
jail population were Juveniles. caution musl be used 
in interpreling any changes over time. 

Table 2. 'Number of jail Inmates 
per 100,000 U.S. residents, 1970·92 

I 
Inmates/ 

U.S. resident Jail 100,000 
Year population" Inmates" residents 

1992 255.082,000 444,584 174 
1991 252.177,000. 426,479 169 
1990 249,415.000 405,320 163 
1989 ' 246.819.000 395,553 160 
1988° 244,499,000 343,569 141 

1987 242.289'.000 295.873 122 
1986 240.133',000 274,444 114 
1985 237,924,000 256.615 108 
1984 235.825.000 234.500 99 
1983° 233,792,DOO 223.551 96 
1962 231.664',000 209,582 90 

I 
1978· 222.095.000 158,394 71 

1972° 209,284.000 141,588 68 

1970· 203,984,000 160,863 79 

Note: Inmate counis for 1982, 1984·87, and 1989·92 

are survey estimates and consequently subject to 

sampling error. For estimates of the sampling error 

lor each year, see appendix table 2 in Methocblogy. 

"Estimated for July 11. Source: Current Population 

Reports. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P-25. 

Nos. 917 and 1095. 

"One-day counts. : 

·Census of Local Jails. 
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States was in jail on June 30, 1992. Fewer 
than 1 % of the inmates of the Nation's jailS 
in 1992 were juveniles. 

An estimated 2,804 juveniles were housed 
in adult jailS across the country on June 
30, 1992. Most juveniles in correctional 
custody are housed in juvenile facilities. 
(For a definition of Juveniles and discussion 
of their detention, see Methodology, page 
10,) 

. Since 1970 the number of jail inmates per 
, 100,000 residents has risen 120%, from 79 

to 174 (table 2). During the period, the 
number of jail inmates at midyear 
increased more than 2V2 times, from 
160,863 to 444,584 .. 

The rates of incarceration in local jails have 
risen more rapidly for blacks than whites 
(figure 2). In 1984, the earliest year for 
which data are available, the incarceration 
rate for blacks was 339 jail inmates per 
100,000 residents; by 1992, the rate was 
619. For whites, the rates increased from 
68 to 109 per 100,000. On June 30, 1992, 
local jails held an estimated 195,200 blacks 
and 233,000 whites. . 

Average dally population 

The average daily population for the year 
ending June 30, 1992, was 441,889, an 
increase of 4,6% from 1991. The average 

Table 3. Conviction status of adult 
Jail Inmates, by sex, 1991·92 

Total number 
of adult inmates 

Convicted 
Male 
Female 

Unconvicted 
Male 
Female 

Number ofJail inmates . 
in Annual Survey of Jails 
1991 1992 

424.129 441,781 

206,458 217,940 
185,947 196,656 
20,511 21,284 

217,671 223.640 
1.98.681 204,450 

18,990 19,390 

Note: Data are lor June 28, 1991, and June 30, 
1992. Annual Survey of Jails data may underesti
mate the number of convicted inmates and overesti
mate the number of unconvicted inmates. Some fa
cilily records do not distinguish inmates awaiting 
sentence (or other convicted persons) from uncon
victed inmates. The 1989 Survey of Inmates in 
Local Jails figures indicate that 43% of the Inmates 
were uncon\licted and 57% were convicted. 

daily population for males increased 4.7% 
from the number in 1991; during the same 
period, the female average daily population 
increased 2.8%, The average daily 
juvenile population for the year ending 
June 30, 1992, was 2,527. 

Adult conviction status 

At midyear 1992, convicted inmates made 
up 49% of all adult inmates (table 3). The 
number of convicted inmates increased 6% 
since June 28, 1991. Convicted inmates 
include those awaiting sentencing or 
serving a sentence and those returned to 
Jail because they had violated the condi
tions of their probation or parole. From 
1991 to 1992 the number of unconvicted 
inmates increased 3%. Unconvicted 
inmates include those on trial or awaiting 
arraignment or trial. 

Demographic characteristics 

Males accounted for 91 % of the jail inmate 
population (table 4). The adult male 
inmate population increased 4% from 1991 
to 1992. An estimated 1 in every 226 men 
and 1 in every 2,417 women residing in the 
United States were in a local jail on June 
30, 1992. 

White non-Hispanic inmates made up 40% 
of the jail population; black non-Hispanics, 
44%; Hispanics, 15%; and other races 
(Native Americans, Aleuts, Alaska Natives, 
Asians, and Pacific Islanders), 1 %. 

Table 4. Demographic characteristics 
of jail Inmates, 1991-92 

Percent of iail inmates 
Characteristic 1991 1992 

Total 100% 100% 
Sex 

Male 90.7% 90.8% 
Female 9.3 9.2 

Race/Hispanic origin 
White non-Hispanic 41.1% 40.1 % 
Black non-Hispanic 43.4 44.1 
Hispanic 14.2 14.5 
Other" 12 1.3 

Note: Data are for June 28, 1991, and June 30, 

1992. Race was reported lor 99% of the inmates 

in 1991 and for 98% in 1992. 

·Native Americans, Aleuts, Asians, Alaska Natives. 

and Pacific Islanders. 
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, Daily popu~ation movements 

On June 30, 1992, local jails had more 
than 46,000' new admissions and dis
charges, about equally divided between the 
two categories (table 5). Discharges 
include sentence completions, bail, and 
deaths. These data exclude transfers 
among facilities and readmissions or other 
departures on June 30, 1992, which can 
only be esti~ated to have been within the 
range of 10,733 and 13,367. (For a 
discussion on reporting practices, see 
Methodology.) 

Occupanc~ 

The numbe~ of jail inmates increased 4% 
from 1991, while the total rated capacity of 
the Nation'sjails rose 7% (table 6). 
Between June 28, 1991, and June 30, 
1992, the percentage of rated capacity 
which was occupied fell 2 percentage 
points to 99%. 

Facilities with the largest average daily 
populations teported the highest occupan
cy rates. Occupancy was 114% of rated 
capacity in facilities with an average daily 
population of 1,000 or more, compared to 
53% in thos~ with fewer than 20 inmates. 

I 

Size of , Number of Percent of rated 
facility" i facilities capacity occupied 

Fewer than 20 1,017 53% 

20-49 773 77 

50-99 559 82 

100-199 370 91 

200-999 405 103 

1.000 or more b 

; 76 114 

·Based on the average dally population between June 
28, 1991, and June 30, 1992. 
b'nc'udes an unspec~ied number of facilities for Cook 
County, III., and Orleans Parish, La., each counted as 
having 1 facility.; 

I 

Table 5. Jail admissions and discharges, 
by legal status of Inmates, June 30, 1992 

Number on 1 day 
Total Adults Juveniles 

New admissions 23,742 23,595 148 

Discharges i 22,287 22,131 155 


Note: Admission and discharge data exclude 
transfers, readmissions, escapes, work releases, 
weekend sentences, medical appOintments. and 
court appearances. Transfers and readmissions! 
other departur~s on June 30, 1992, are estimated 
to have been ~etween 10,733 and 13.367. 

Jurisdictions with large Jail populations 

Characteristics 

In 1992, an estimated 81% of the total 
annual number of inmates in the Nation's 
local jails were housed in the facilities of 
503 jurisdictions, each with an average 
daily population of at least 100 incar- ' 
cerated persons at the time of the 1988 
Census of Jails. 

Population of large 
Number lail jurisdictions 
oflarge June 30, Daily average 

Region Jurisdictions 1992 1991-92 

All 503 362,217 356,471 
Northeast 85 68,026 68,384 
Midwest 91 44,514 43,329 
South 229 152,061 147,644 
West 98 97,616 97,114 

Between June 28, 1991, and June 30, 
1992, these jurisdictions held on average 
356,471 inmates. On the day of the 
survey, June 30, 1992, these large 
jurisdictions held 362,217. 

Including an unspecified number of 
facilities counted as 1 in both Cook County 
(Chicago), Illinois, and Orleans Parish 
(New Orleans), Louisiana, these jurisdic
tions reported data on 814 separate jail 
facilities 73% of all facilities surveyed. 

Nearly half of these large jurisdictions 
maintained an average daily population 

of between 100 and 299 inmates (table 7). 
Although these jurisdictions represented 
47% of all large jurisdictions, they held only 
13% of the total annual number of inmates 
in large jurisdictions. 

Twenty-nine jurisdictions reported an 
average daily population of between 2,000 
and 22,220 inmates. With an average of 
more than 4 facilities per jurisdiction, they 
accounted for 16% of all facilities and 41 % 
of the total average daily population in 
large jurisdictions. 

Table 7. Jurisdictions with large Jail 
populations: Number of facilities 
and total average dally population, 
July 1, 1991-June 30, 1992 

Total 
Average average 
daily Number daily 
PQl2ulation Jurisdictions Facilities PQpulation 

All 503 814 356,471 

0-99 inmates· 7 8 587 
100-199 127 145 19,251 
200-299 107 134 25,877 
300-399 55 77 19,265 
400-499 40 56 17,522 
500-999 91 157 63.732 
1,000-1,999 47 107 64,316 
2,000-3,999 15 48 39,382 
4,OOO-22,220b 14 82 106,539 

·Seven Jurisdictions reported 100 or more inmates 
in the 1988 Census of Jails. 
blncludes an unspec~ied number of facilities for Cook 
County, III., and Orleans Parish, La., each counted 
as having 1 facility. 

Table 6. Jail capacity and occupancy, selected years, 1978-92 

Census of Jails Annual Surve:t of Jails 
1978 1983 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992' 

Numberofinmates 158,394 223,551 343,569 395,553 405,320 426,479 444,584 
Rated capacity of jails 245.094 261.556 339,633 367,769 389.171 421,237 449,197 
Percent of rated 
capacity occupied" 65% 85% 101% 108% 104% 101% 99% 

Note: Data are for February 15, 1978; June 30. 1983, 1988, 1989, 1992; June 29, 1990; and June 28, 1991. 
'Percent of rated capacity occupied is based on the l-day count of inmates. 
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25 largest jail jurisdictions 
I 

Within the group of jurisdictions that have 
an annual numper of inmates between 
2,000 and 22,220 are the Nation's 25 
largest jurisdictions. These 25 jurisdictions 
were in 11 States: 9 in California, 4 in 
Texas, 4 in Florida, and 1 each in New 
York, Illinois, Tennessee, Pennsylvania, 
Arizona, Louisi~na, Maryland,·and Georgia 
(table 8). These jurisdictions had between 
1 and 16 jail facilities in their systems. 

I 

Six of the jurisdictions had a smaller 
average daily population in 1992 than in 
1991, and six had a smaller population on 

. June 30, 1992, than on June 28, 1991. 
Harris County (Houston), Texas, reported 
the largest growth during the year, an 
increase of 4,919 inmates on the day of 
the survey. New York City reported the 
sharpest decline,' a decrease of 2,136 
inmates. 

Table 8. Twenty-five largest Jurisdictions: Average dally population 
and one-day cC?unt, June ~8, 1991. and June 3D, 1992 

Numberoljails Average daily 
In lurlsdlction (!Q!1ulation during 

Jurisdiction '1991 1992 1991 1992 

Los AngelesCounty,Calil. 9 9 20,779 
New York City, N,Y. 17 16 20,419 
Harris County, Tex: 3 4 6,751 
Cook County, III. 7,257 
Shelby County, Teryn. 2 2 5,008 

: 

Dade Couniy, Fla. i 7 7 5,343 
Dallas County, Tex; 4 4 5.247 
Philadelphia County, Penn. 7 6 4,897 
Maricopa County. Ariz. 6 7 4,312 
Orleans Parish. La.: 3,677 

I 
I 

Orange County, Calif. 3 3 4,378 
San Diego County, Calil. 12 11 4,660 
Santa Clara County, Calil. 7 
TarrantCounty, Tex. 4 
Orange County, Fla. 2 

Sacramento County, Catil. 3 
Alameda County, Calil. 3 
Broward County, Fla. 3 
Baltimore City, Md. , 4 
San Bernardino Co~nty, Calif. 2 

Fresno, County. Calif. 3 
Fulton County. Ga. i 4 
Bexar County, Tex.. 1 
HiII~borough, County. Fla. 3 
Riverside County, Cillil. 4 

7 4,072 
4 3,779 
2 3,267 

3 3,170 
3 2,912 
3 3,502 
4 2,828 
2 2,735 

3 2.061 
4 2.983 
1 2.313 
3 2,051 
4 2.240 

22,220 
18,673 
8.086 
7,621 
6.108 

5,965 
5,502 
4,876 
4,829 
4,737 

4,688 
4,543 
4;368 
4,321 
3,582 

3,265 
3,250 
3,173 
2,900 
2,855 

2,572 
2,545 
2,377 
2.328 
2.180 

Note: The jurisdictions are ordered according to their average daily population in 1992. 
--These jurisdictions provided a single report covering all of their Jail lacilities. 

PO!1ulation on 
June 28, June 30, 
1991 1992 

WI 

On June 30, 1992, the 25 largest jurisdic
tions held 32% of all jail inmates nation
wide. The two' largest jurisdictions, Los 
Angeles County and New York City, had 
more than 40,700 inmates, .9% of the 
national total. 

Overall, the number of inmates in the 
Nation's 25 largest jurisdictions on June 
30, 1992, was 5% greater than on June 28, 
1991. The number of jail inmates in these 
jurisdictions totalled 143,604, up from ' 
132,506. 

Inmates held for other authorities 

Local jail jurisdictions frequently house 
inmates for other authorities, because of 
crowding elsewhere or routine needs of 
other jurisdictions, such as housing 
detainees pending their transfer or holding 
convicted inmates while awaiting transfer 
to State or Federal prison. Among the 503 
jurisdictions with 100 or more inmates in 
1988, 425 were holding inmates for other 
authorities in 1992 (table 9). Approxi
mately 84% of these large jurisdictions had 
one or more jail facilities holding inmates 
for other authorities on June 30, 1992. 

Table 9. Jurisdictions with large Jail 
populations: Impact of Inmates held 
for other authorities, 1991-92 

20,885 
20,563 

6.808 
8,356 
5,755 

5,493 
4.686 
4,589 
4,480 
4,481 

4,390 
4,303 
4,166 
4,000 

'3,225 

2,980 
2.891 
3,564 
2,894 
2,929 

1.91l0 
2.969 
1,981 
1,944 
2,174 

22,289 
18,427 
11,727 
9.089 
6.096 

5,733 
5,881 
4,422 
4,934 
4,737 

4.690 
5.039 
4,369 
4,858 
3,536 

3,165 
3,550 
3,069 
3,006 
2,860 

2,286 
2,590 
2.626 
2,268 
2,181 

JurIsdIctions with large 
jail populations 

Jurisdictions holding 
inmates for other authorities:' 

Federal' 
State 
Local 

Jurisdictions holding 
inmates because of 
crowding elsewhere 

Allin mates In JurisdIctions 
with large Jail populations 

Inmates being held for 
other authorities: 

Federal 
State 
Local 

Inmates being held 
because 01 crowding 
elsewhere 

Number 01 juris
dictionslinmates 
1991 1992 

503 503 

426 425 
239 256 
322 342 
220 218 

234 249 

343,514 362.217 

39,906 48,980 
7.792 9,528 

27.566 36,097 
4,548 3,355 

23,484 32,193 

Note: Data are lor June 28, 1991. and June 30, 
1992, covering all jurisdictions whh an average 
daily inmate population 01100 or more at the time 
of the 1988 Census of Jails. The .data for 1991 are 
revised Irom those presented in Jail Inmates 1991. 
'Detail adds to more than total because'some 
jurisdictions held inmates lor more than one 
authority. 
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Two-thirds of the large jurisdictions were jurisdictions increased by 9,063, up 23% 
holding inmates for State authorities; half from 1991, The number of State prisoners 
for Federal authorities, in local jails grew the most (31 %), followed 

-by the number of Federal prisoners (22%). 
-/"he number:of jail inmates being held for Prisoners held for other local authorities 
other authorities by these large decreased 26%, from 4,548 to 3,355. 

Table 10. Jurisdictions with large Jail populations: 

Rated capa~lty and percent of capacity occupied, 1991·92 


! 

Number of jall 

Jurisdictions Numberof inmates onlast Percent of 
with large Jail jurisdictions Rated caeaci~ weekda~ in June c!Qaci~occu(;!ied 
22Qulations 1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 

Court orders to reduce population 
, I 

and improve conditions 

At midyear 1992 more than a quarter of 
the 503 large jurisdictions reported that 1 
or more of their jail facilities were under 
court order or consent decree to reduce 
the inmate population (table 10). On June 
3D, 1992, 131 jurisdictions were under 
court orders to limit the number of inmates, 
down from 135 in 1991. 

Jail administrators in these 131 jurisdic
Total 503 503 322,372 344,580 343,514 362,217 107% 105% 

Jurisdictions willl no 
jail under court order 
to reduce population 368 372 164,497 ' 167,045 172,229 175,680 104% 105% 

Jurisdictions willl at 
least one jail under 
court order to reduce 
population 135 131 157,375 177,535 171,285 186,537 109% 105% 

Table 11. Jurisdictions with large Jail populations: Number of Jurisdictions under court 
order to reduce population or to Improve conditions of confinement, 1991·92 

i 
Number of jurisdictions with large li!iI(;!o~lations 

Ordered to Not ordered 
Total limit 112ll!:!lation to limit (;!2Qulation 

1991 1992 1991 1992 1991 1992 

Total 503 503 135 131 368 372 
Jurisdictions uflder court orderciting 
specific conditions of confinement 148 134 122 108 26 26 

Subject of court order: 
Crowded living units 118 118 111 107 7 11 
Recreation facilities 65 62 54 50 11 12 
Medical facilities or services 58 57 45 41 13 16 
Vis~ationpractices or policies 35 37 30 29 5 8 
Disciplinary procedures or policies 34 37 26 27 8 10 
'Food service 33 29 30 25 3 4 
Administrative segregation 
procedures or policies 27 21 22 16 5 5 
Staffing patterns 45 53 39 46 6 7 
-Grievance procedures or policies 29 38 24 29 5 9 
Education or training programs 22 25 19 21 3 4 
Fire hazards 17 22 17 19 0 3 
C<;lunseling programs 18 18 14 14 4 4 
Inmate classification 37 40 34 32 3 8 
Ubrary services 50 49 38 36 12 13 
Other I 15 14 8 9 7 5 

Totality of conditions 40 41 34 34 6 7 

I 

Note: Detail adds to more lIlan the total number of jurisdictions 
under court o(der for specific conditions, because some jurisdictions 
were under Judicial mandate lor more lIlan one reason. 

tions reported an increase of. 13% in their 
rated capacity during tne year, or an 
increase of 20,160 beds. On average 
these jurisdictions were operating at about 
105% of their rated capacities. Administra
tors in the 372 jurisdictions not under 
orders to reduce population or crowding 
reported less than 1% rise in their rated 
capacity, and a slight increase in the 
occupancy rate, from 104% to 105%. 

Judges intervened most often in the 
operation of jails with orders to reduce 
population or crowding, but they also cited 
other elements of the jail facility, staff, 
operation, or programs. Overall, 157 of 
the large jurisdictions were under court 
order to limit population or to correct a 
specific condition of confinement. Ninety· 
four were cited for two or more conditions 
of confinement: 
Number 01 Large JurisdictiOns 
conditions with a I acility 

- c~ed by a court under court order 

1 63 
2-3 33 
4-5 11 
6 or more 50 

Nearly a third of the large jurisdictions with 
a facility under court order in 1992 were 
cited for six or more conditions. Forty-one 
of the 503 jurisdictions were cited for the 
totality of conditions (that is, the cumulative 
effect of several conditions). The most 
frequent condition cited was crowded living 
units (118 jurisdictions), followed by inade
quate recreation facilities (62). medical 
facilities or services (57), and staffing (53). 

Fourteen fewer jurisdictions were under 
court order for specific conditions of 
confinement on June 3D, 1992, than on 
June 28, 1991. Six fewer jurisdictions 
were under court order for administrative 
segregation procedures or policies; three 
fewer for recreation; and four fewer for 
food service. Nine more jurisdictions were 
cited for grievance procedures or policies; 
eight more for staffing patterns. 
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Jail programs and alternatives 
to incarceration 

In 1992, for the: first time in the history of 
the survey, juri~dictions were asked if any 
of their jail facilities operated a boot camp 
or daily work release program and if any 
operated alternative-to-incarceration 
programs, such as electronic monitoring, 
house arrest, and day reporting: These 
programs are defined as follows: 

I 
Bootcamp- a program having a chain of 
command, highly regimented activity 
schedules. drill and ceremonies, and 
stressing physical challenges, fitness, 
discipline and Pfrsonal appearance. 

Work-release-+ a program that allows an 
inmate to work in the community unsuper
vised by correctional staff during the day 
and return to jail, at night. 

Table 12. LargeJall Jurisdictions offering a bootcamp, 
work release, or alternatives to Incarceration, 1992 

Large lail jurisdictions 
Number of 

Program Inmates inJurisdic-
Number participants tion with program 

Total 503 362.217 
Special programs 

Bootcamps 9 1.463 39,484 
Daily work release 359 17.887 263.370 

Alternatives to Incarceration 
Electronic monitoring 118 4.582 99.276 
House arrest 18 602 13,912 
Day reporting 43 2,445 41.316 
Other alternatives' 57 6.161 67.826 

Noalternative offered 323 189,420 

Note: A single Jurisdiction could report participation in more than one ' 
type 01 alternative. Offenders in boolcamps and work release are counted 
as inmates in lhe Jurisdiction tolal; participants in the alternative 
programs are excluded from the inmate count. 
. ' ..Not determined. 
-Not applicable. 
'The number of partiCipants in other alternatives was estimated 10 be 2 650 
community service; 391. weekend reporting; and 1.397. other. • ~ 

Electronic monftoring- a program in 
which offenders are supervised by 
correctional authorities outside of the jail 
facility by use of, an electronic signalling 
device or programmed contact device 
attached to a tel~phone. 

House arrest (without electronic 
monitoring) - a: program in Which 
offenders are legally ordered to remain 
confined in their ;own residence except for 
medical reasons' and employment but are 
not subject to any electronic surveillance. 

Day reporting --: a program that permits 
offenders to remain in their residence at 
night and weekends while reporting to a 
correctional official one or more times 
daily. : 

, 
•Jail Jurisdictions reported only for the programs that 
they operated. W~hin some counties other agencies 
may have operated siinilar types of programs. 

I 

On June 30, 1992, 9 of the 503 large 
jurisdictions were operating a bootcamp 
program (table 12). About 4% of the jail 
inmates (1,463) in these jurisdictions with 
bootcamps were participating in the 
program. Among inmates in all large 
jurisdictions, fewer than half of one percent 
were in a bootcamp. 

Daily work release programs were 
available to inmates in more than two
thirds of the large jurisdictions. On June 
30, 1992, 17,887 inmates in 359 jail 
jurisdictions were in a work release 
program. On that day, 7% of the inmates 
in these jurisdictions were participating 
in work release programs. 

On June 30, 1992, 180 of the 503 large 
jurisdictions were operating an alternative
to-incarceration program, such as 
electronic monitoring, house arrest, or day 
reporting. Offenders in these programs are 
not considered jail inmates to be included 
in the midyear count because they are not 
in physical custody. They do not serve 
time in a jail facility but would if not for 
these programs. 

Of the differing types of alternative 

programs, electronic monitoring was the 


, most widely available and had the most 
participants (118 jurisdictions and 4,582 
offenders). Day-reporting programs were 
offered in fewer jurisdictions (43) and had 
fewer than 2,445 participants. House 
arrest programs without electronic 
monitoring were operated by 18 jail 
jurisdictions with a total of 602 participants. 
Other types of alternative programs, such 
as community service and weekend 
reporting, were available in 57 jurisdictions. 
More than 6,100 offenders were 
participating in these other alternatives. 
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Table 13. Jurisdictions with large lall populations reporting the most Inmates In bootcamp. 
on work r~lease, or participating In alternatives to Incarceration, June 30, 1992 

Bootcamp 

Numberol inmates 
Jurisdiction I Participating In jurisdiction 

Tarrant County, Tex. 590 4,858 
.New York, N.Y. 504 18,427 
Oakland County, Mich. 94' 1,518 
Orleans Parish, La. n 4.737 
Palm Beach County. Fla. 70 1.663 

Ventura County. Calif. 56 1,540 
Travis County, Tex. 37 2,049 
Santa Clara County, Calif. 24 4,369 
Brazos County. Tex. 11 323 

Work release 

Number of inmates 
Jurisdiction PartiCipating In Jurisdiction 

Santa Clara County, Calif. 1,623 4,369 
Los Angeles County, Calil. 1,465 22,289 
Milwaukee County. Wisc•• 394 1,809 
NewYork,N.Y. 297 18.427 
Santa CrUl, County, Calil. 284 541 

Kern County, Calif. 250 2,363 
Solano County, Calif. 248 702 
Dallas County, Tex. 248 5,881 
Maricopa County. Ariz. 232 4.934 
Philadelphia, Penn. 232 . 4,422 

Alternative-to-incarceration programs' 

Number 01 ollenders 
Participating In jurisdiction 

Riverside county, Ca. 
Cook County, Ill. 
Orange County, Calif. 
Alameda County, Calil. 
Lubbock County, Tex. 

Jefferson County, Ken. 
Prince George'sCounty. Md. 
Butte County. Calif. 
Stanislaus County, Calil. 
Dade County, Fla. 

1,435 
1.223 
1,050 

966 
743 

467 
403 
370 
320 
289 

2,181 
9,089 
4,690 
3,550 

729 

884 
1,307 

273 
784 

5,733 

, 
'Atternative5 to incarceration include electronic home 
monitoring, house arrest without electronic monitoring, 
day reporting: community service, weekend reporting. 

',and other programs conducted by the Jail authorities. 
The number of participants in alternative programs 
was not included in the Jail population reported at 

midyear. 

About three~quarters of all jail inmates in 
boot camps' were in two jurisdictions
Tarrant County (Fort Worth), Texas, and 
New York City (table 13). Each of these 
jurisdictions, had more inmates in a boot 
camp than the other seven jurisdictions 
combined. ~ . 

Santa Clara'and Los Angeles counties in 
California had the largest number of jail 
inmates in daily work release programs. 
Each of these jurisdictions had more than 
1,000 work release participants. 

Riverside County, California, stretching to 
the Nevada border east of Los Angeles, 
had the most offenders (1,435) partici
pating in sorhe type of alternative program. 
Cook County (Chicago), Illinois, had the 
second largest number of participants 
(1,223), and: Orange County, California, 
containing Anaheim and Santa Ana, the 
third largest number, 1,050 offenders. 
More than 10% of offenders under the 
supervision of these jail jurisdictions were 
in an alternative-to-incarceration program. 

Drug testing 

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails asked the 
largest jurisdictions if and on whom they 
conducted urinalysis tests for drugs. Of all 
large jurisdictions, 308 said that they did 
test (table 14). Jurisdictions were more 
likely to testupon suspicion (219 jurisdic
tions) than testing all inmates at least once 
(35 jurisdictions). The number of jurisdic

tions that tested at random or on an 
inmate's return from the community was 
about the same (159 and 153, respect
ively). Jurisdictions holding between 2,000 
and 3,999 inmates were more likely 
to have at least 1 facility testing for drugs 
than any other group, 93%. Those 
jurisdictions that had from 100 to 199 
inmates were least likely to test, 47%. 

Table14. Large Jurisdictions conducting urinalysis for drugs 
and type of surveillance, by size of Jail population, 1992 

Large j§!ilJurisdictions 
Basis of drug testing 

Conducting On inmates 
Average urinalysis At On all inmates Upon returning from Other 
daily population' Total on inmates random at least once suspicion community basis 

All 503 308 159 35 219 153 117 
0-99 7 4 3 0 3 3 0 
100-199 127 60 31 3 38 38 20 
200·299 107 72 37 5 49 34 31 
300-399 55 29 12 2 21 13 9 
400-499 40 26 11 2 17 14 11 
500-999 91 59 30 8 42 26 21 
1,000-1.999 47 35 23 8 29 14 12 
2,000-3,999 15 14 8 4 12 7 7 
4,000-22,200 14 9 4 3 8 4 6 

·Based on the average daily Jail population of the 
jurisdiction between June 28, 1991, and June 30, 
1992. 
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Selected jail programs 

In the 1992 survey, the 503 largest jurisdic
tions were asked to report on inmate 
participation In drug treatment, alcohol 
treatment, psychological counseling or 
psychiatric care,: and educational programs 
offered by their jail facilities. On June 30, 

. 1992, at least 1 jail facility in 42-0 of these 
jurisdictions reported operating these types 
of programs. A ~otal of 127 Jurisdictions 
reported operating all 4 types of programs.

I 

Educational programs (including literacy. 
basic education, and GED programs) were 
offered in more ~han two-thirds of the large 
jurisdictions. About 9% of the inmates in 

these jurisdictions were participating in an 
education program at the time of the 
survey. 

Alcohol and drug treatment programs were 
offered in more than half of the large jail 
Jurisdictions. On June 30, 1992, 20,100 jail 
inmates were receiving alcohol treatment; 
18,052 were receiving drug treatment. In 
the jurisdictions operating alcohol or drug 
treatment programs, the Inmate 
participation rate was lower than 10%. 

Psychological or psychiatric counseling 
programs were provided in 212 of the large 
jurisdictions. More than 14,000 jail inmates 
were participating in these programs. 

Table 15. Jurisdictions with large Jail populations: Selected Jail 
programs and n:umber of participants, June 30, 1992 

Large jaillurisdictions 
Number of 

Program Inmates 
Programs for inmates Number participanls·=-:.In..c::lu:.:.;ri;:.;sd"'ic"'tio.:;.:n'---__________ 

Total 
, 

Orug treatment' ! 
Alcoholtreatment' , 
Psychological counseling 
Education program I 

503 362,217 

275 
295 
212 
350 

18.052 
20,100 
14,237 
25,591 

234,591 
213,147 
189,845 
282.328 

'Combined substance abuse programs and enrollment in them were 
classified by the substance most emphasized in the program. 

.Not determined.; 

Inmate deaths 

A total of 178 large jail jurisdictions (35%) 
reported one or more jails with an inmate 
death during the year ending June 30, 
1992, compared to 190 (38%) the previous 
year (table 16). Natural causes other than 
AIDS were the leading cause of death 
among inmates in large jail jurisdictions 
(38%), followed by suicide (28%). AIDS
related deaths accounted for 24% of the 
total, injury by another person, 3%, and 
accidents or undetermined causes, 7%. 

Table 16. Jurisdictions with large Jail 
populations: Inmate deaths, 1991·92 

Jurisdictions ra-
Cause I!Qrting deaths· Inmate deaths 
of death 1991 1992 1991 1992 

Total 190 178 546 445 

Natural causes
b 

116 90 278 170 
AIDS 32 37 84 107 
Suicide 89 93 131 124 
Injury by another 
person 11 12 16 14 

Other
e 

21 21 37 30 

Note: Data are for the year ending June 28, 1991, 
and June 30, 1992, and cover all jurisdictions with 
an average daily inmate population of 100 or more 
at the time of the 1988 Census of Jails. The number 
of deaths from AIDS and other natural causes may 
have been under-reported in some Jurisdictions that 
transferred sick inmates to outside hospitals and 
other medical facilities. 
"Detail adds to more than total because some Juris
dictions reported more than one type of death. 
bExclude AIDS-related deaths. 
·'ncludes accidents and undetermined causes 
of death. . 
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Methodology 

The 1992 Annual Survey of Jails was the 
ninth such survey in a series sponsored by 
the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The first 
was conducted in 1982. Complete 
enumeratio~s of the Nation's jails are con

,ducted every 5 years. Annual surveys 
which collect data on ail jails in jurisdictions 
with 100 or more jail inmates and on a 
sample of al,1 other jails - are carried out 
in each of t~e 4 years between the full 
censuses. The reference date for the 1992 
survey was June 30, 1992. Full censuses 
were done on February 15, 1978, June 30, 
1983, and June 30, 1988. 

I 

A local jailis a facility that holds inmates 
beyond arraignment, usually for more than 
48 hours, and is administered by local 
officials. Specifically excluded from the 
count were temporary lockups that house 
persons for less than 48 hours, physically 
separate drunk tanks, and other holding 
facilities that did not hold persons after 
they had beEm formally charged, Federal
or State-administered facilities, and the 
combined jail-prison systems of Alaska, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode 
Island, and Vermont. Included in the 
universe were five locally operated jails in 
Alaska and eight jails that were privately 
operated under contract for local 

I 

government~. 

The 1992 survey included 1,113 jails in 795 
jurisdictions; A jurisdiction is a county, 
municipality; township, or regional authority 
that administers one or more local jails. 
The jailS in 503 jurisdictions were automa
tically included in the survey because the 
average daily inmate population in these 
jurisdictions was 100 or more in the 1988 
census. The jurisdictions with large jail 
populations,: referred to as certainty 
jurisdictions; accounted for 814 jails and 
362,217 inmates, or 81% of the estimated 
inmate population on June 30, 1992. 

The other jurisdictions surveyed Data were obtained by mailed question
constituted a stratified probability sample of naires. Two followup mailings and phone 
,those jurisdictions whose average daily calls were used to encourage reporting. 
population was less than 100 in the 1988 The response rate was 99% for all jails. 
jail census. For the eight jails in certainty jurisdictions 

Appendlxtable1. Standard error estimates, 1992 

Standard Relative standard 
Characteristic Estimate error error (percent) 

One-day count 
All inmates 444,564 2,076 0.47% 

Adults 441,781 2,040 0.46 
Male 401.106 1,866 0.46 
Female 40.674 306 0.76 

Juveniles 2,804 217 7.75 

Average dally population 
All inmates 441,889 2,063 0.47% 

Adults 439,362 2,066 0.47 
Male 399,528 1,948 0.49 
Female 39,834 280 0.70 

Juveniles 2,527 196 7.77 

Adult Inmate status,613Q192 
Convicted 217,940 1,740 0.80% 

Male 196,656 1,594 0.81 
Female 21.284 248 1.17 

Unconvicted 223,840 1,344 0.60% 
Male 204,450 1,260 0.61 
Female 19,390 172 0.89 

Sex 
Male 403,768 1,895 0.47% 
Female 40.816 314 0.77 

Race/Hispanic origin 
White non-Hispanic 173,973 1.827 1.05% 
Black non-Hispanic 191,188 1.530 0.80 
Hispanic 62,961 561 0.89 
Other 5.831 319 5.46 

Total rated capacity 449.197 2,693 0.60% 

Appendix table 2. Estimated number of Inmates and standard errors 
for Annual Survey of Jails, selected years, 1982·92 

Numberof Estimated Relative stan-
Jail inmates standard darderror 
(1-day count) error (percent) 

1982 209,582 1,470 0.70% 

1984 234,500 1,105 0.47 
1985 256,615 1,459 0.57 
1986 274.444 1,465 0.53 
1987 295,873 1,687 0.57 

1989 395,553 1,563 0.40 
1990 405,320 1,778 0.44 
1991 426,479 2,151 0.50 
1992 444,564 2,076 0,47 
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and the one jail in a noncertainty juris
diction not respohding to the survey, data 
were adjusteo by applying the average 
growth factor fo(facilities in the same 
stratum and region with the same type of 
inmates (men, wbmen,or both sexes). 

National estimates for the inmate popula
tion on June 30, ,1992, were produced by 
sex, race, legal ~tatus" and conviction 
status and for the average daily population 
during the year ending June 30, -1992, by 
sex and legal status. National estimates 
were also produced for rated capacity. 
Administrators of jails in jurisdictions with' 
large jail populations provided counts of 
inmates held for other authorities, inmate 
deaths, and jails ,under court order. 

Sampling error i 
I 

National estimates have an associated 
sampling error because jurisdictions with 
an average daily:population of less than 
100 were sampled for the survey. Esti
mates based on a sample survey are apt 
to differ somewhat from the results of a 
survey canvassi~g all jurisdictions. Each 
of the samples that could have been 
selected using the same sample design 
could yield somewhat different results. 
Standard error is' a measure of the varia
tion among the estimates from all possible 
samples, stating :the precision with which 
an estimate from, a particular sample 
approximates the average result of aU 
possible sample~. The estimated relative 
sampling error for the total inmate popula
tion of 444,584 on June 30,1992, was 
0.47%. i 

Results present~d in this Bulletin were 
tested to determine whether statistical 
significance coul~ be associated with 
observed differences between values. 
Differences were tested to ascertain 
whether they were significant at the 95
percent confidence level or higher. 
Differences mentioned in the text meet or 
exceed this 95-percent confidence leveL 
(See appendix table 1.) 

MeElsures of population 

T~o measures of inmate population are 
used: the average daily population for the 

year ending June 30 and the inmate count 
on June 30 of each year. The average 
daily inmate population balances out any 
extraordinary events that may render the 
1-day count atypical. The 1-day count is 
useful because some characteristics of the 
inmate population - such as race, Hispan
ic origin,. and detention status - can be 
obtained for a specific date, but may not 
be av~ilable on an annual basis. 

Population movement 

In contrast with prior years, admission and 
discharge data were coliected' for the 
single day, June 30, 1992, rather than for 
the entire year preceding the census date 
to improve data quality and to ease 
reporting burdens. lntrasystem transfers 
within jail systems have been removed 
from counts of admissions and discharges 
and included with a combined estimate of 
transfers between jails and long-term 
medical and mental health facilities and 
readmissions/other departures. Because 
some jurisdictions do not maintain 
separate records for returning inmates who 
were on temporary transfers to other 
facilities or readmissions resulting from 
weekend sentences, medical appoint-, 
ments, and court appearances, it was only 
possible to provide an estimate of the 
volume of this movement. 

Juveniles 

State statutes and judicial practices allow 
juveniles to be incarcerated in adult jails 
and prisons under a variety of circum
stances. Juveniles are persons who are 
defined by State statute as being under a 
certain age, usually 18 years, and who are 

initially subject to juvenile court authority 
even if tried as adults in criminal court. 
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 requires sight and . 
sound separation from adults for those 
juveniles not tried as adults in criminal 
court but held in adult jails. A 1980 
amendment to that 1974 act requires the 
removal of juveniles from local jails, except 
those juveniles who are tried as adults for 
criminal felonies. The proportion of juv
eniles who were housed in adult jails in 
accordance with these guidelines is not 
available. 

This report was written by Allen J. Beck, 
Thomas P. Bonczar, and Darrell K. 

. Gilliard. Correcti9ns statistics are 
prepared under the general direction 
of Lawrence A. Greenfeld. James 
Stephan reviewed the statistics. Tom 
Hester edited the report. Marilyn 
Marbrook administered production, 
assisted by Betty Sherman, Jayne 
Pugh, and Yvonne Boston. Collection 
and processing of the 1992 Jail Survey 
were conducted by Margaret Ferguson 
and Linda Huang under the supervision 
of Alan Stevens, Governments Division, 
U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

August 1993, NCJ-143284 

Data used in this report will be available 
from the National Archive of Criminal 
Justice Data at the University of 
Michigan, 1-800-999-0960. The data 
sets will be archived as the Sample 
Survey of Jails. 

Appendix table 3. Estimated number of persons In local Jails and the rates per 100,000 
U.S. residents for white and black Inmates, for figures 1 and 2 on the front page 

Estimates 
U.S. Inmales Rate 01 inmates per 
resident l!Q2ulalion In locallails 1 residenls' 
White Black While Black Black 

1992 213,329,000 31,523,000 233,000 195,200 109 619 
1991 210,899,000 31,164,000 229,900 188.300 109 604 
1990 209,150,000 30,6.20,000 221.400 114.300 106 569 
1989 201,540,000 30,143,000 220,100 111,300 106 568 
1988 206,129,000 29,123,000 197,700 142,000 96 478 

1981 204,770,000 29,325,000 176.700 115,000 86 392 
1986 203,430,000 28,942.000 160,000 108,600 79 375 
1985 202,031,000 28,569,000 147,600 105,200 73 368 
1984 200,708.000 28.212,000 136,200 95,600 68 339 

'Rates are calculated using unrounded numbers of inmates. 

Sources: Survey of Local Jails in 1884-81, 1989-92. 1988 Census of Jails. 

Current Population Reports. U.S. Bureau of the Census, Series P·25. NO.1 095. 
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v£.,1-_\, 41'\19, 01' aU.a offender,- ICy ~••t:~ wUl 'Oawl on 
. i i 

\.0 of eh••• billa •• B.a. JI'Z and a ••~iion ., ~o vlol«ft~ 
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! i~ ,~ ....0..-. .~.~•• WOUld .till b.~. ~g -+a.~ e.~.tn criainalII . i; 
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" ~•. pvo other iftfomDatian that. .U~fJ••t:1l: ~+ •. oono1".101l. I'll_ 
1"', the Matton,l lft8tltv~. of e~~.etiba~ (MJr.) comai••1ofted • 

. . i, 1 j 


.tvelr 0' t"l. i ••u.. 'tbu pro~adt iavid~~ ,.eviaviftl the 


, .. .,vlous Mlp1.orat.ot.'Y .....1IIIKIJ1i:.8,; a. vell" ~. ttl. aJtPA!.'161aO. of 

lea.l ~vrledietiaft8 with ravlon.i jail Jad/ ..tent:loa f.ail1~1ea. 

;~~ B%C,.t:u4y 'ftUft4 taat. whil. ~.r••~~.e~ at. 'i,..t to be ftO 


, 'I 

i~~ouat.hle hA.rlera to • r..ional p~1~on operation_ none of 

,~ iu"~".f..ot:to". b,valved 1n .t~d1'1ng' J\l~ aft en~.l'pJ"be aa_ to 

'~eOftoluci6ft t.h.t the ben.tlt.!out.w.f~hJd the drawback•. 

~.. 6oa~"oto 1h601. ,iVI UI ~u....Ivlll; . 00. toll you tho• 


•• • .............1 ....i.i....."" riley .t.t1• _.n ... 

~o•• Cba,.,.« v't~ ....,ln9 .ul~ljUri.~1c~ion.l ~.e!~'~1_. wou~ 

~.v. t~ d••l on •••11r baai8 w~th aalJr ~l't.ranca. ..ont atatftft 
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'ola••1fl0.~1~ .C~__.Ot &ftd fuft4...ntal ~rrectlDn.l poliol••. 
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L4¥,a..acal. ~1~.11••~1on vbuid pre••n~ treat d1ft1~1t:y in 


.l1ft!alnlng taportont ~D..unltYitjaa ~.~ in.at•• are 


,.~ep..~oal1y ¥'eaot:6 f .... thei, hCIIII•• / a~Cl fald.U... In••,* 

t~.n.pact.~£on coat. vou14 ~ .~onif1c,n~lY 1ncreased, •• voul. 


lb..•ecuzlty ri.k. ,.,oaiatad v~th mov~ft~ dang.~DuB otf~~ to 


,.U.t_~ 'Dat.1'C~ien.. Llk...,i••; Pl'bbl.~..ilC In Much II tao'U~y
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.tatee: bev. D19ft1ti~..nt1y dlff~rant 1.1~.! regulotln9 prbon lA_r 
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8U~ it ,. 1I1lPor~' ~e ....M.12ft! at: til••~m. 1:.11118 tl,.ar:_ la 
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~•••nate ~il). nor the 8' bl111~ Ch&tl.J•. 11.1 vo~14 
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op.ratlft9 coats of .,.) bl1l1on(for ,~.t !~. t'~·t & veer. -

.P" ••~. a total outlay ot .'••!bil110*. I~i•••'fta P~.t the IJ 

.ll11~ p~ovtded in tha t.n.t. ~l~~ ol~.J1Y veu14 be iftauff1elent 
~ 	 I: 
; 
I 	

; 
, 

;
; 	

~ 
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11 

.ca••'~~ V.'.~.l ~Uftdihe of IC' 
.' \ i: : 

~~ll1on ,rovi484 1ft B.a. altl 1e ~relf:~n~ ~& ••• ,u.~ 10 
, I '.' 

'r-t~qn.l; ra,ional pr'~A_ ••_lV.~' b~ ~rot-
", I ,i: 
;hl:ba" "ul1y aal._ 1s "M'I. ••".1 ~~1ft9 £O'I!! cont:.!n,,!..., , ' i 'i j 
:ape:rat:!oaa MYOnd 2002 woul4 awzr-Gb .", ~OOA exe..4 '1 "1111011

, . ~ I ~ 
:~.i", t!hi. 11 ,Ult ••1n11ll81 &;te,teJl ':'"'~: !tb~r. ,- eva.a-f r •••OI\ to 

': bali.VA that., t.here Ite far:, lIora ~ot..ntt~n~ cU,U,lo 81:a1l:. 
, ' I, 

.ft.ft4••• ~h.ft ~. 25,000 upon ~lCh ~h~. ~ra~eo,,!on 1. ~•••d. 
, i 'i j 

1ft .her~, v. th1nk it '8 o~vioU'l~h.t ~~._~ e~o••4ln91V h~h 
: i ~ 

10ll9-U*- oparat:icmal COlte 81'8 ~.~ 1lI'~8 ~tlonal ...,10tl&1 
, , Ii: 
,rigoa. a prohtbltively .xpanllv~ propo~i~lon -- OA. Cha~ abould 

'ba ••'1. ..14. lit '.vo~'af the ,raf~ .pptf.~ we ••voc.~. 
; 

I 
1. a calate. i.eu_. I,want to ~e tha~i~n41ni 1.9!.1.~ioft .1•• 

. Iii 

'pr...."U tlw lnavttAb1l1ty ot .CI~1"9 • ie..r}i8 numbel:" of ...,lop" 

t,o' .. ,.ural ~ol'kforce a~ a 't1~•.wften!4 .u are c;onoc~n" v"... 
~uGlft8 ...10Ja."~ levalA. 'uc~ a ••~~r!!ACrea•• -- Q,p to .,000 

J 'I; 

, nevP~l'al employe•• far juat 1r faCl1~tt•••- you14 run aauncat 

~o .tto~t. b.!ft9 .... ~ the ~~~i"i.tra~1~n te reSuea ~h. ~e~ec.~ 
I I; 

~k1~o. 1ft 11". with the ••ti~~.l P~~of••nCD .oviev. 
I I i

I i 

· i ; 
; 

· ; 
; 
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I thlftk .e vo~lG all .tr.. ~bat t~e a••~.~noe wa vant ~ .... 
! ~ l 

.va~la~l. to tha Statea _hould ~!preY14.d!a. eoon a8 po.~i.l•• 
I ; 

'et:-- ., vall-ifttantione4.' ~h.!eur~eft~ iagl&lat1vo propo••l '0 
, I i 

-_ •• I,v.'polftted OQt, ~. ra.ll~i•• orlh~9h-••~ri~ prieoD 

, , oon.tl'\l~lon ...n th.~, ftO Md. in: newl),,!,,,~~.~nact;.'" aat:.iCllftal 
I r 
i ( '~-tlonal ,riaona veQ14 .......ya~l.blo'~ol~h••t.~.8 tor a~~ 4 


i i 

i 
! ,i, 

;tb~t. 1., bowever, another ••P.o~ to thi~ ,articular 1••UA ¥blah 
I :' 

,~.", on the po••lbl. ,0»\:1.0)\. fO~ prOVid~ftt •••1atano.. A 

Jan~ry 1,.1 .xe .~r¥e1 0' State ~o~.eat~c~. ..p.~ta.n~. found 
.~ I i 

,alao.t li,Oaa ~a vere not »Bini. Yae4 ~~O!_p lack of f~ft4in•• 

Ka.w ot 'th••••.,t}' ..... were vi.~hift .oJe ~t .\lao ".~lo... 1 a s.a.rv.·t 
, ' 	 ~ t: 

:Sta~. ~r~.ct1o..1 .V.~".. ! 'i i",! 

, : 	 ' [ 

, ,!, 


~t •••• ~QOy .1ao l~.ntltl.d 4ha ft~~ e' ~.d. p18ftn•• b~t 
:not r.aNj.a. Whtch th~ t.otaled at· th~1 +.•••. - ...... -. 
, ill ~. ,laft"!M '~'CJ., which ata •• b.U;.~~4 'VOY14 Ita vell-."l~" 

, 	 I 'I l

:''&0 ,thair M.48,~~t fOI' wbiob tb~:r ha«i i~~ •• ~.'t. 'don'toUte" ~. " 
, !' 

.o~c. of operational fYn41nv. *a~h.~'~h.~ -rift,.p 'Yn•• 1n 
, !' 

••"10na1 I"QloMl pd*on oon.t.r,,$~!OJ\ pto~;••_., ,ran". ooa14 be,
; l; 

:'lHd t.o:provlde ~p.r.t'onal fUO.ft, 't.o:~c~t.VIt 00 1::.'ho•• bo40 - 

' ... tt)' ot: villa- 'ID" 
I 'I; 

M wen 610n, ~n ,tft.: '1.nhin9 ph... ..- becoae

: I 1 
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!
/J,", 

I
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, In oither oooftU'10 .. - ...48 1\OW ..~t.v OJ' :1a~8 "in the pipeline

~1.tn9 CUftie 41~Oo'lV ~ .t.~.~ eD~141.~. priaon ~a 
: avan.ltl_ .laoat. lau"l.~l)' -- 1.n9 baf.k~ n_ ....~loft&l z.,loUl , , ~ i: 

ii' 

• I! 
%~ aleo ,. pO••ible ~.t ze,lonali.roupa!ot s~at•• may ept r~ 

ua1n9 9~.n\ aon1•• to ~••onf1gvr.itb.lr ~ui~.ne bQ4•••oe -- .,.'n 
: ; i 

.qulok.~ qp~lon than n.v QOftl'~~~tion. I-inovatic" a,,11 expanaloft 

of exi.tin; prJ.on. or aonveralon;of o~b.~!.v.l1.ble 8t.~. 
1 . I i 


1ftatl~utl.n., .uoh •• aental ha.l~h taol~!.1••• could ~ ~und". 

, i i j 
~o achieve _oonoale. of .oale, It~t•• co~l~ eon.oILd.to c~rcaib 

: l i
ruollroa..lnton.1ve 1...."_ (.uc:ft ~•••w "t'.M.~-=. aM iramato. 


with a.4108l, ••ntal liealth, 01' 4!ru, al:lu~a! t~••t.aUl~ heNc) in 


Sta~.·"fta'.4 ~.'10n.~ op.r.~lW~. Oth.~ ~Pti.n••1,h~ include 

I " 

ftft. atat.. UI1ft; frant tUNIs to ..~.pt. .X:,l.~t~ni or ~n•.u. now 

facilitiaa for ~. »urpo•• af ac~.p~in~ rr~.on.~... ~ard.~. 
fraa ot....Z' Bearby jurl.01ctlohs. : Th••• 'r'·'b"cll-.hUt.lnl'" .t....~.,i_. , 
V8uld fr.. ex1.tino p~l.on .,.OB!ln the 11n~lY14~.1 8t.._o 

OO~.!'.et~&ft.l ev-t... 101' violenc !ottand...!. 
, I J, 

I : i !i ,f! 

: I i 


i.. ~ fi-,l e6aa1deratlan ~." th~ftkln9i~~~t p~DY'.ln, .'.oly 

zellar ~e the States, it i. po••ibl. t~~t ~om. tr£v•••-oeo__r 

I .: 

co.root1onal I'e.oureea D1fbt t1t.l'n~D ~a ~i~~~.. Th.~. 
, , t· 

'pri.ently &1:•• nWdlor of pl'1vat. pJ'io.J. ~h.t Clou.ld. lII(1kft 

a1ntau.l and low-••ouritr beG••~.'l.~lJ Jo statec_ 1f tun48 vere 
, ! i 

'aval1a~1.~ Thl, tag; aug,••te t~.t torla~~e ,uel"i~'.n.... I, 

; :: i!', 
: i! j

h-, 
,t 

r ofIi' , 
J 1ft 

0 

----U"tI'=",~ICld~:---+1~ !eZ--' -'~s;wp.aCUI , , 
! 1 
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FSI~-'994 .,tll FJa'I ~ COO(!!i!SIIHL +..RI.....; , t'l 

i ! 

I 
! 

12. I ' 

tDr'.~'.ln1aua- end lVW-••~l.~ tn••t~D) .uob •••aay .liea. 
, I i 

hW 1n .tate ~"04y, "tat... a19'h" ODnIl'.,,* o."t....Qtibf vlt:lt. 

I ~ f j . 


•~lv.~. oorr.~~ion. firas. Tobia ~ptloh,tO'l. p.~!t t~ Stet•• 
, I' 

~ ret.aln ta.elE 1101'. violent. inM~.. 1n' bl' h19bN'-••~b)' st.a•• ' 
~ I i 

"lion•• 	 : r : 

, i 
, i 

, I 
! 

i I; 
~,. h'. ~ 80•• GlAeu••lon 0'; ~. p~r.t~ll!Lr 0& ~.in, 

,surplus ~11t~rY·"." IO~ Gorr.J,t1onal ~u~po••• , even na_£vnel 
, 	 ! 1 1 

,rat1an.1 pr1.Dftl••• 40 fto~ ••• ~h18 ._f.lpr.~tlQ.l .olu~i9n ~v 

~b.prObl" Of conr1ftln~ Vlo1.n~,: Q8nt.~U~ Dt~.n4.~•• In 
, 	 j • i 

'vlrt.1iallV avery 08••, 'X1.~'ftCJ Bi!l.1'tatY ~a.~Uiti81i1 .~. un.~''''.wl. 
, I i 


tor l ..edla~a correctional UI8. ~nd con~~ion vo~ld be

i 1 

! 

t 
: !; 

1w ,),011 '1" ,van, tho aur••" 1. ~ot. avexfstti to ",ain, .U1UIY 
, : i 

'r••DlU'o•• J w••V••9oroadv.lv ~U!'.Uad ith~••t:rattIIiIY Qen_V.l' 
, i !: 

.altabla tael11t1•• have bettft .v.llAbl~ !for lover-••cgfi~Y Qa•••. 
, I' 

1ft f.o~. about oft••~l~d ftf our. (ftat:ituJiOh••~. looatea on 
, 	 : j j 

a~.'.. cF .uzplu8 .11!~.1!Y b.8•• ~ IIO.~ Ir.~ent.ly, v. ao'tiva'teO a 

-iol:' oPel'atiol'l at! FOft'Db. Nav iJAr.ei.,' ~1c=.h. Vb_ C1al1y, 	 I .'i 

aotivated. ~.¥ eeftflne up co 3.2DO lov~~~ritY ottendera. au~ 

~.r tb~ vears. va Mve fOUM t~C JDOn 1.~u.'C..ry .......;1'. 


I "I
approPri.te far CD.riftlng anly a1nl.ua~!~d Lov·a.Clarity otten4ara 

; ! I 
VhO Dr•••nt alftl••l r'.~ to In.ti~\Itlon_l :an4 ~Dmm\lnl'C.r ••~.~r· 

, I 
! 
! 

,'" ~~r-i:0:-::~:---~01Y~0~"dIa-'. 
\ 
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i 
IIt.~ift"a111tary .~Yv'Yr.. _. ~~.19nedlf~ ~tP'oal fton--.~. 

11'." •• are exu...ly IQ.naive t+ conv.~ ko hou••••rPO ., 
. I: ' 
: I: 

bi,a-••eur1~!i orraoel' UZ'V8"- i~ ~h1e ~.cil.1.~lon. ~h••• 

lnaatea ~e4U1ra IQDlrvl&1on and con~~ol'~t ••nn~~ be 
, i 1 

arf.tl••1Y'I.'OV10M 11\ Rn'eu••&- dOJ:.+~-"w•••~t.j....... 
, " 

"trofl~t1ftl tbe .YPPOrt r.c111t1~& for ~!Jh-.eoY~it.Y p~'.oA u••• 
'., ,';,j l 

, are •• AU(:h •• JtlUlbln. UUNlr)'• .fall otil-t 4"~"'Gt;.,,5'•• ' ... "B'Il!Y 
" i ; j 
~o.~lV' Second. ~hl 4-.o11~1on .~a Sl~~lp*.pa&".l'~n vo~k 

••lOotat.d with builtih9 totallY ~ev hl~.'eo~r1~J p".~n~ on 
'. . 'I i 

~.i..a .......lao 11 ".rr .lIpeft.~ve. 'l'~••• froft~".n4 GGO'-rs 

, : j ( 

:••t.aal1Y .aka .... of the•• ait•• ~ora .~~~.1ve ~han o~n.~~ion 
,~~ lan••Oftated ~o~. B~eau Of ~i.oft~l»t looalit;.lcD o&" 

""',llable 11\ l'UJ'al aro.o to~ I llo~lnal cbs~. 'For tb... ".••on., , , 'f' 
I' 

va •• ftot vie" tha .IUt.aI'Y baa. :o,t10n ~.i 
i 
one tr.Ia't prov'''••• 

oo.'-.ffeG,1ve aolutloft ~o t~. '~Qbla. ~~ ~Oftfiftin9 a19h-o.a.J:'tr 

:Of~.ft.at. d.fined in ~fti. 1891.1~~10n. 'I I 
; 
! 

!
• 

! 
i . i: 

Th.r. ,_ Oft. po••lb11itV ta.t .~~~ld b.~.~~10neQ, 81n08 e~'.tlnw 

.1.v.l~.4r prOYi... ~o~ ~h. tr.~.'.p o~ .~rplu••11i~.~ 
) I! 

pr~p~t4•• to the .~a~••• It 1.!oo~~.i~.~le tba~ eo.. ~~-
, iii 

ahlftin," .... of Uft-tit\f"'O~1I It,to "f;1ft~.r. to conVWTo.elI 

~1~ltar7 ba•••••da .v.l1.~1. tolthe 9~4c~. -- could acc~r 1f 
, I; 

'9ra~~ DOnl.. v.~. a._llabl_ ~o f~Cl1it'~. ~h. ~omevh.~ lovae 

.c.ftye~a.Oft coat. 1ftvolv~ for lo+-..eqr~'t~'q••• ~.r.fu~ 

,.e~.aI\l" voul4l - ".MAd to eA?!'. ,uat1J ••I:.~Y, »ut it. 1. 

! i ! 
i 
~ 

! i 
i 

fI 
~ 

: :/' 
i ,;·1·.i 9;:0Z

'-1-1--,i 

I 
1 '~lR.0lill 

! j 

http:Of~.ft.at
http:froft~".n4


113135 OMS LRD.'ESGG 1317 
I 

I 
I 

411149~... .~,... _ "F"OS ,~IU' _,-. 

, i 
.'.' 

; 
i 
i 
i l 

14' I 
l } r 

likely \bA~ • aode.' a~~ of hl?h~r-••fu~l~~ bed. Gould be 

f ..... up' f ... viol.at olton4u. tbfoUI'h .+~ ..~ate9Y. 

i ' 

i 

! 
i 

I 
. 

: 

i 1 

1!Dally, ~bera ,. tha "Iye of ,tl••ibil:l.fV!lft c••pOndinv '-. ~. 

In'''vldul QOtt8ctional nlled. of be so k,lt;o•. each of "hlah 
~ i t 


being. to this i ••ue a vide varl.~r ot h~9~ly .peelfle p~ob1"'. 


It i. t~ ~b.t o"£Glal. 1n .v.~ 8tat~!at. eoncerne4 about;
t ", 

violent G~i.o, ~ut vlrtuallr ev.~ •••••1 i~ .1f'.~9htl~
I ! j 

'pg.1t1on84 to 4eal v1~h it, in te,.. of: ~vtw.nt population 
, ' I i 

leval., Dn9oift9 and ,lonn.4 Clonetots.o"'l' t'u. 'he le,t.l.a'iva 

foun4at1on f~v. vblob ,~h.y ~ld ~.8pon~ 1:; any ReV P•••••1 , : i 1 j 

lnl~l.t~ve.. ; I! 
! 

, ,i, 

*11, th. .eeS_re'l GOV.r'I\1I1Imt Clo.J. have ;~L ~ppl:'opr:l.a"e ...01. in 
; I 1 

r6l:atien to su~. ana 10Gal or1m~nal j~~i~e .r.~".' • notion.' 
, ; ! l 

~glonal ~lleh Iyet.. WO~14 ftoc!~ovlaQ .~t~iG1en1: ~1••ib1~'~y
; l j

to ..at thA ne.da of ~e varlou.ileate8~ ~.~c1c~.arly in 

~~~.iftAl ,uatlee ..ttlr.; Cb••• ~t:her 1~V8~. or .ov.~newn~ .~.~ 

ratala oon&14era.le .Qtono~ in ~.pDn~~ni! ~o the n••a. .t ~. 


, i j 
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~v~.~... of the ,.1IftlrlO1n~ 11.1faC1Dnafo; • n.~'9ft.& ••,~.ftal 

prl~ .,.tam DaGata. ~e.tlan o~ bow t+ ~.~ •••t ~b. ' ••••• ' 

" ..... , &0 let: ...1.l:IOra~ OA Yhat J bavlll.&'•••" ..." ......a ... 
, f i 

~b.'hi9hlY prararre. option for pkov1dln, the •••l.t.n~ we .11, , , ' i I! ~ 

q I i,) 

! 
 '! 

! 

! 
~ , !, 

7,he p~op"" .atlonal r09ion.l pr~son lAgi.lat1on •••u... ~ 

i. OIIly 011. aolu'I!icm ~.e tno probl~1D at .~e~IP't.lnCJ ae.a-e.. in 

.1ftoarue#.~lnw violent,offensar•• iw. ~.~.t. Cft.~. co~~d ~ .t 
laaat SO .1ff.ren~ solution., ba~au•• t~ torrect1onal pro~l..a 

fMe4 by "'~.B clUtal' .e oraatl1. 'l'h.~f~re, the .pproaCh ~. 
it:

halpin, the st.... tLnd vorkable ioption••~8t be ~l.K'~l. end 
[ ! 1 

,~.t provide ~haa v,tb • ~oad a~r.v of ~r.cl&eal Choice••
,! ! 
, I 

; 'I i 

It'ia ~h. ~.lnl.tr.tloft'a view that r.~.~ than create • 
, : 'I i 

DOtional EeVlonal prlaon ay.ta. ~lAl~:~D~ violent or ill_V.1 
, . i· I ! 

alien offender., eh. '''eral Cav,r~ft~!5~OUld ••tabllah • tr&ft~-
~.~ oo~.oclonal ••,i.canea pr+~a. ~~d~r ~ho authorlty or tn. 

" I ,f,
'At_Drone; a.n.r-l. G.'ft~ f~nd. w~u14 bela~reet.d to Cha Sta,.. ift 

:o~'er CD f.cll!ta~ ~••8Y.l.,~nt Of ~rJ.tiva .~¥atev1ea ot ta6 
l Ii· 

tJPe I _.va al~.a.~ ••ntion.d. t~ voult ~.Xi.ll. aupporc ot ~. 
S~~a. In a f.r ao~e flavfhla. ~~.81Y.'+n4 coat-attoaclva ..~. 

, I i 
't~te. oould pursue t~otr OVft pr~aon ~ta1.1on initiativ••, ~ 

".,.1:6r 1tl~ auld-It*ta eoft.orHa! haa.d' bn 1any ona 0' ••veral 
i 'i" 

j 

tfU=.roa;, 
~ 

!I"I 

! 
1 

1 

1! 

: I , 
in ••~t.'D9 __Ma' ..... 
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!
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1DOd*1. vil.10 40 ftot lftvol",. db.at- ".".,.+1 ir.~Ulty ••11&"...,". 
! 

i'h.~ ,. a I. 1101'. effect1ve way ~o B:Pa~d lpr,l.on 0.,.01"31' aft., ., I 
, !! I 

aahlev• • _.e_1" .ao1\t!lllld•• of ,.cutl'- i'ra pr~"J\ ope".""on- .'Co c.he, ! 	 , ,! I 
8ta~ 1-.01. 811 in • ~t.aly ••aft.". !; ,I " , ! 	 I 

I 	 : i 

I 

i : i 

~1. tl~lI~lli~y 1e o~,'tl0.1 _o.~.. ""I v~rJr.ift9 vi... ayI " i ~ri I;~~\l"t.rpart. 1,1' the Stat••, 1 b.Vi 1.ar~ ithit:. 'IIIOat:. alr.ady .re~ 
i ~pl.~ln9 to~ ~. incarcaration of. vlo1e~ ¥tt.ftd.r.~ who co_po•• 

; ,'1 II ,. 

'. _jar por~lon of aoat:8tate tn,.ta pop),al~don'. "or 1M"), 
I : I i I 

statel, the flln41n, •••1It.ftOa P~id04 fhtourh Faderal tr_nta 

coU10 De Chlnn.led. IIQCh aol'~ .ff~CCi.Yel~, ~I= % hay. aUCJ9.ated. to 
, ! i! I 
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ASSESSBNT OF LIKEI.Y lHPACT ON TBE rJISSOUlU PRISON ro'PUl.aAT1ON• OF 'l1IE BULlS CONC!::RNING VIOtEHT OFPENIDS Vl'tK SENl'JNcU OF OVU S YRS 
" Gilt. forth in the Sau.u veJ:lliOll. of tb,,,, Crise lill. 

The Senate versioo of the Crim~ Bill ~peeif1e$ that eligible 
!lutel I!I\I.l5t provide "truth in se.nteD.c;.i.ng wit.h respect to any felony 
c:%1IIe of violence :iJlvolvl.na the use or atteaptecr use of f!c.c.e. Ilga:i,rl15t n 
pcrsCU1, 01' lUie of 4 firea.m Against. II pen~ for VlUc.h a. .ax1.llrum 
sentace of 5 years or more is autbOhz.94 1;Ua.t. is cOllsist.ent; nth thot 
provided. :in the Feder/il ~stem 1.D. ebapt:.e.: 2not 'title. 115. Unitocl 
States OOde, wh1cb. pro1"id.~ 'tholt deteAdan'Cs will serve at leo:st 85 
pe;tCeDt of the senteAG8 orc1eted. and wh1.ch provides fQT. ,. bUidiaa 
fle.D;U31C.:1Jl, .p1clelil1e system. in whic.b senr:.enc:.1.Ilg Jwigv.. r d:i.mrcuI'et.:a.aa .it: 
1:1m1nd. 'tel _sute :re.e.tar un.1form1"ty tD seht.eJ;J,o.f.R3" (pp. 364-365), 

1he group in quc&~1an La G~rL~~ ofl ~f~d~ who ~o=Ditt.d 
violent c::.X1mBi agaLn.lit. II. panWl. and r.ee:i.v~ 6tpt:anccs eq....l to /!lor 
19uge. than S yea.5. Fo~ ~e y¢rpoaoa of t~~s p~jootiont v!olQn~ 
c;;y;'imea. .I!lr9 int.c:rp;re:r.:ed. AS thoee w:U;h NCICj c.ocioG un~ 2000. Thil!l . 
lo&Y~~ in oEfendere i-p:isoned in ~ia8o~:£ Eo~ tba er~ 01 bomi~ide~ 
:Se;C\lal Q54~lt) ~obbery. $imple. &Dd a.;gra...Jcat.ad .u1Hl1l1t and kidnap:p~. 
~ roeord3 Qf offepd&r~ who :.c.~v.d .~ l ...~ 0Da $entence of 5 4A4 
mo.re yell:r;J i.rl length for QlI.e of tb.eso c.rilzl.. waA GZamincui. Iuates 
whoeo stay in prison 'Io1o'111d. De a:E£eot!4d by ,ell.. p:cov:i.sioa quoted above 
cOIIIJI%.i::ac noul, half of ~n. c.ur:rcm.~ t1i.asourf. p:isOl1 population (49. 79~). 

I 
Issaat.. i11 t.b.a t&l:Pt. c:A~ lofere h:r::atl:en doWn into nb,u'oupc 

eeeo:aiAs· b;t tb.. c::.laca or thfl!i.r !ll4jor £eld:ny • tbu produced. i 
sub~o~ps~ c.leas A, !, CandO felonies, ~lass 0 • old~~e offenses. 
clagg N - nOD-code offanseB sad class U ·IUDknown class. In 4dd.ttiQn. 
i.DmAte& with. life $entenc.es were COIIIbiDed in~o a separate c.&tegory, 
be.c!ll.lSe for tham such indicators as Jl4!rce!l.t&ga of sentenc.e actually 
sarved. Q!:e problematic. Fgr offende.r:s in ~arpt category who leet 
pdsOll ::.n 19!11 ~ 1993 ,·S· CCGII;llU"ison WIiS aU!lde batweea the araxi,1III2Ift 
a~eaa;te sentence length =d the ac;nal -time. set'1TeQ iA prisoo.. Average 
pe.rce:l1t of the m~ eweaate sentell.~e I that was. s:erved. was c.ompa.ted 
for saveD. subgroups, alOfJ., with the overa.i_ .DlS.ID.ber of years that a 
sub~ of iDmstns would .bQ required to serve UDder eb. 8SX of tbe 
&antenee pl'ov:i.siol:l spelload out in the ciQc:iamaut quoteci acove. Based en 
the fact tbat lifers come ~o prison at ani average ase of 29 wa 
6St1ma~Qd that the, would spend at least )0 years in an iaSt1~~1aD it 
tba, W'U'e to never le.ve the pr.1soa WILlIs! TIle S&IIIa assumption was llhlM:i~ 
fo~ ~be class 0 inmates whoa. ~icum ~teS&t. sencence 1~ QP ftv~ralc 
ove~ 55 yeaz:s. A&a..l.n. 1nIIiI;tq 111 all. ,ev~ subgroups weJ;e l;Om':i.etea foz 
violent: Cr~J'IIes end g1VUl stn'tGoc.es at lea.S~ 5 yea:('S in l~. 

I
Por ~~e purpo5e of this proJee~lon ~t wa§ aa$~ ehat p:1BOD 

aa.~~i~ af .jol~~ o£fcnQ~" with s ~a+ ~eutCDcee ~Ll1 #O~ incz.aso 
in ~b~ f~tu~., ~i~ aaa~rtiOP was &&de ih ord6~ .0 ~~Q06 !ailuAnce of 
oaly ODe PGra.et.~, le~~h of et&7- Th. l~nsth of S~.~ for aach of 
eU,p'cuPG w," ad.just.e.G eo aa t.o oOll'ply W.:i.~h t:.h4 as'!! o!1! IIIUimWII 

&8exes.to .:eot.ODoC. 8\aio.li:aa. .As 1Jt.&t:"'ttl~c iA th. 'table Ulcl.iC&te. t.ile 
I 

http:8exes.to
http:stn'tGoc.es
http:entenc.es
http:seht.eJ;J,o.f.R3
http:d:i.mrcuI'et.:a.aa
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t.hroe lazgellt; 1:u.et tlubSroups (dasse. U. 1 ad B) are tI.CIlf serville on 
4V.~6pt f:I'CIIII 37 to 52 pe:r:ceat of their .~••&t. sutllAC:es. TINs, a 
••UAti.d .i.zlc.:r:e.... i.1lI l ..gth af priSm1 S'te,. sboulcl be ~dcipatecl i.f 
4Z:l attempt iB lfIade to b~J.na this indiea~or in &lre.ent with as", tlf tbe 
t.:r:.. 

A'\1C'17:aS9 tim. 
G:r:oup c'IIJ:Vod 

(YS-G) 
Clus A 7.119 
(:laB:! & 4.442 
CIa... C 3.053 
Ol.~UlI D S.3fS 
C1":5 Ii 5.317 
C11III:' 0 15.59
Cb.sa U 6.787 
Li£... 14.404 

Max assregate '1 6S~ line Cunently in 
s: entRftca '1 served (yrs) prison 
(yrs) I 

19.089 	 37.29 16.226 1774 

6."0 52 . .51 7.191 1718 


I 

9.S70 3:'.90 1$.134 615 
7.SS8 11-17 6.407 36 
51.619 55.27 8.176 358 

i 

55.220 2.2.24 30.000 188 
14.22.5 	 47.71 12.091 2&04 


-~I jO.(lOO 1153 


i ,~
A os~~line £o~ thi~ p~oj.c.tioa U4alobtainad &6 a mere exteasicn of 

the population growth trend in ,.axc 1987-1993. Then. a proportion of 
populatio~ that ~ld not 00 affected b~ the change in relftase policies 
(nQU-violen~ ofieade:r:s &nd those ~ith s~t~as UDder S yeaxs) ass 
det.e:nuinecl ud it'IJ $%owth was p%'ojIIIct;aclI at tbe b"~line rate. 'The 
growth in the nuabc%' of incarear.tod ~olent o£fgnders sen~enced for 
over S 1e~ .aa p:ojected in acco~Q$ft~ with tbe e~c~ted change in 
leD.g~ gf utay. '!'ouiole c.b~eGl in y.J.dy aclmusions of this g:r:av;p 

were 19uQ~ftd. I 
Thil ol\a:r:tB e'how tb.ct.t.c~U~ w.:l1:b. 'the "85': of the 6aD.tence" 

rv.le may have .ft." COIUIIMJIlMGGS in the ~Ciuiiatll fu:ture. but as i:nIla.tes 
ac;~late. :iJ:l prilloA8 .intOt.". oE be.ina ~.lo.a$N. in less than 10 yaan 
H!.aou~~ Will haV6 to face &' ••jac p~iSOD pepulation increase. If the 
I;.~_t :r:eleo:Je pol.:i.cias a:r:a kopt in o£!eet, 'tAG t..a:rae1: group 
pop~ldtiQD will teDd t.o Gtabil~. ~.rl the g.OOO ma~k. just some 700 
imDatesabcve the ourrct: leVel., D0'0!f4l.VAT. if the 85% requ:i:nllleut is 
sBt1sf~~, iu 10 ycs:s eh~D s:ouP of ~ate. will grow by nearly 401 
(about 3200 .!Amahs) ~ oven if adm:i.s8i~ Btayed. zt today I S 16vels. In' 
1.5 y~. thi.:5 ~c;l:eue: over tbe 1'993 ~pul&eiOP. will raaeh 58% (4700 
il1l:!artes). 'l'hJ..:5 meJ1n.:5 c:b.at i::I. 10 '''I.'. Mililoeouri would. nead 6 ne.w 
b1gb~~ecurity p~ison. j~t to .ocommodA~. chLs e:r:~~ ~OUP of violent 
offe:nder~, 1'1us thr;c:.e l'IIO%"a ill tho follJ,in.r; five yaar:;. and so forth 
'ass~g caQh prison would nouse aboutl SOO iPma~es). 
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Projec;ted growth of target offende, population
I(violent offenders with sentences >5 years) 
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Projected Impact of rules . regarding vIolent offender5 

with ..nt~nces 5 years' and longer 
as set in the. Senate vct.ion of Crime Bill, 

on total Missouri prls~n population 
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The Crime BiIJ and ~egional Prisons 
\ 

The crime bill (H.R 33S5) passed by j Senate on November 19, 1993, contains 

unfunded mandates and requirements that will Jpose substantial costs on states. 

\ 

In reviewing the crime bill (the Violent G;rime Control and Law Enforcement Act 
I 

of 1993), Governors focused on the section conbernhlg "regional prisons" (Subtitle D of , 
i 

Title Xlll). This section calls on the U.S. Attorney General to construct and.operate ten 
I 

regional prisons throughout the nation, with a capacity in each 'for at least 2,500 inmates. 

Seventy-five percent of the capacity (space for ~8.750 inmates) would be dedicated to 

tlqualifying prisoners from qualifying states. I' Q~g prisoners are those convicted of 

"a violent criminal act, Ii including sex: offenses, and 
\ 

illegal and unlawful aliens who commit 
\ 

violent crimes. 	
\

i 
i 
i 

Qualifying states must certify that their state statue~ provide for: 

I. 	 uTruth in sentencing, ,I which requires that ~y person convicted of a felony crime 
ofviolence must serve at least 8S percent 0ithe sentence ordered; 

2. 	 Pretrial detention similar to the federal system, which considers "dangerousness" 
rather than tlrisk of flight" as the criteria; \ 

I 
3. 	 Imposition of sentences for murder, tireannS where death or serious bodily injuIy 

results, and sex-related offenses that are "at least as 100811 as those imposed under 
federal law; and \ 

i 
4. 	 tlSuitable recognitiontl for the rights of vi~ms, including consideration of the 

victim's perspective at all appropriate stages df criminal proceedings. 
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The ten regional prisons will be funded for a five~year period from the IlViolent 

Crime Reduction Trust Fund ll that is established in the act. Some 53 billion is authorized 

to implement this section. I 

i 
During their 1994 Winter Meeting Govembrs adopted a policy that recognizes

I 
Congress' efforts to establish regional prisons to aSsist states. However, the Governors 

questioned the costs and mandates that would bl involved in being able to use the 

facilities. The costs refer to the requirements listed above, which a state must provide to 

qualify to use a regional prison. In many instances states, would not only have to adjust 

their criminal statutes, but amend their constitutions to qualify to use the regional prison. 

States would have to enact mandatory minimum sentences similar to the federal 
I 

government's. Mandatory minimum sentences havJ been in use by the federal courts for 
I 

almost a decade. Some 90 percent of the federal judges voiced opposition to using this 

sentencing structure. With so many questioJ raised about mandatory minimum 

sentences, would it be wise to mandate that every Jtate adopt them just to qualify to use 
I 

the regional prisons? 

States that make the commitment to qualify Ito use the 18,750 spaces must be able 

to fund the operating costs after the iiv~year period offederal involvement. It is not clear 
I . 

whether some operating costs will have to be provided by states during the first fiv~year 

period. 

Take., for example, the cost for constructing and operating prison beds. Currently, 

it costs approximately $75,000 per cell to construct a maximum security prison, and it 
. I 
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I 
costs approximately $48 per inmate per day in op,etational aeti.vities (food, health, etc.). 

The 53 billion authorized for the five-year period !wi11 not cover both construction costs 

and operational costs. I 
I 

Fmally, states are mandated to change senlenCing requirements to 85 percent of 
I 

the ordered sentence and to enact certain mand~tory minimum sentences, which will, 

increase the overall prison population. Even assuLg that the entire 18,750 bed spaces 
. I 

will be brought on line, most state correctioruil directors believe that under these 

conditions, the demand for space will far exceed Je supply. The planning, research, and 

evaluation section of the Missouri Department If Corrections analyzed the potential 

impact on their prison population. Requiring 8S percent time served for felons would 

mean that the state would need six new high security prisons in ten years and three more 

in the following five years. This much space woJld not be gained through the regional 

prisons. (The :Missouri analysis is attached.) Stat~s would be forced to construct more 
I 

bed spaces using their own dolJars, which would come with a very high price tag. During 

floor debate on regional prison use, Senator JosJph Biden (D-De1.) spoke against the 

mandate, saying that over fi~e years, the $3 billiod for federal prison construction might 

end up requiring states to expend nearly $12 billioh. Currently, approximately 38 states 

are under federal COU" order to reduce crowding Jdlor other conditions in their prisons. 

Some Possible Recommendations (rom NGA 

The idea offederal regional prisons has been around for several years and the pros 

and conS have been debated before. The Associatioh of State Correctional Administrators 

(ASCA) discussed the regional prisons section in ihe crime bill dwing their meeting in 
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" 

early January 1994. ASCA is comprised of the administrators of the state correctional 
l 

agencies and the Federal Bureau of Prisons. They recommend that Congress create a 

block grant program for state governments for Je purpose of constructing and operating 
I 

correctional facilities. States could apply for funds to construct and operate prisons in the 

individual states, or states could combine under tegional compacts to apply for fUnds to 

construct and operate regional prisons whose pbpulatioDS they could determine on the 

basis ofneed, such as illegal aliens or special needl offenders. 

The ASCA recommendation would offer flexibility to states in keeping with an 

overall NGA policy of allowing states to experiment and be fleXIDle. All states do Dot
I ' 
i 

have similar prison problems. A block grant for corrections would allow states to 

construct and operate facilities that tit their needs,lwhether it is for maximum, medium, or 

minimum level of security for inmates. Several st~tes may wish to explore an alternative 

boot camp... style campus prison, where resources would be pooled. together along with 
I 

federal funds to develop special programs and training for inmates. This would free up 
I 

space in individual state prisons for violent offenders who would need more security. This 

is exactly the opposite ofwhat is proposed in the S~nate crime bill. 
I 

Furthermore, sevend states have prison Jmtios, but no operating NruIs. These 

facilities CO\lld be used by the tedend sovemm4 to house special populations, such as 

illegal aliens in state prisons- This would free up ~pace for state offenders. Some states 

have reported that approximately 5 to 10 percent ot their inmate population is made up of 

illegal aliens. The federal government should be pJying for this group in accordance with 

the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986, but the funds have not been 
, I 

appropriated, (Note the NIJ survey attached for d~led information on this issue.) 

I 



Also, under the block grant concept, several states Juld apply for a grant to use 
I 

vacant prisons for a special population of inmates from otheti states who would be part of 

a compact.. The federal govenunent may require that states show unique ways of 

managing the prison facilities with the particular population. 

Another recommendation would be to simply strike the mandated requirements 

specified in the Senate crime bill for states to qualify in orde) to use regional prisons. The 

criteria for use would be based on needs as defined by tho~ states und~ some fonn of 
I 

court order to reduce crowding, or by the rated capacity of crowding as defined by the 

National Institute of Justice (NU). (Every year NIJ publiJes a bulletin on prisons that 

points out the capacity ofeach statels prison. A copy of the l~test report is attached.) 

I 
A related part of the crime bill (Subtitle B, Section 1321, Title XlII) would 

I 
authorize'S3 billion in grants to states to construct and opefate boot camp-style prisons. 

This would be a matching grant program, with the fedek government supplying 75 

percent of the cost for up to three years. 

Recommendation: Combine Subtitle D ofTitle XIII, the regional prison section, 

with Subtitle B, boot camp section, to create one block ~ program for corrections in 

the states. Allow states to detennine whether they need booJ camps or prison capacity for 
I , 

violent offenders. 

Yet another problem is found in Title n of Section 5135, which prohibits prisoners 
I 

from receiving Pell grants for education. These grants are used for much more than just 

I 
I 
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I 

higher education in a correctional setting. They are used for vocational training programs, 

as well as vocation-technical courses in many state correctionkt agencies. Denying the Pell 
I • 

grants would mean that states would have to use state funds for these educauonal 
I 

, programs. 

, 
Governors continue to point out that the average prisoner does not have a high 

J 

school education or any vocational training. Prisoners who plass the GOO can get the Pell 

grants to develop their ski~lS. Data shows that inmateJ who are trained while in 

institutions are least likely to recidivate. 

Recommendation: Strike Section 5135 ofTitle n. 
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! 
Projected Total Allocations to the States 

I 
Under the Chapman Amendment to H.R!. 4092 

STATES PROJECTED 
TOTAL 

AU.OCATION 
(In Millions) 

STATES 
I 
PROJECTED 

1 TOTAL 
AU.OCATION 
1(ln Millions) 

Alabama 196.35 Montana I 7.35 

Alaska 21.00 Nebraska I 30.45 

Arizona 139.65 Nevada I 50.40 

Arkansas 75.60 New Hampshire 1 7.38 

Califomia 1878.45 New Jersey I 264.60 

Colorado 109.20 New Mexico I 79.80 

Connecticut 88.20 New York I 1104.60 

Delaware 23.10 North Carolina I 253.05I 

Oisl of Columbia 90.30 North Dakota 1 3.15 

Florida 885.15 Ohio I 315.00 

Georgia 268.80 Oklahoma i 109.20 

Hawaii 16.80 Oregon I 82.95 

Idaho 16.80 Pennsylvania I 278.25 

Illinois 617.40 Rhode Island 
, 

22.05I 

Indiana 156.45 South Caroflna I 184.80 

Iowa 42.00 South Dakota I 7.35 

Kansas 70.35 Tennessee 
\ 

I 203.70 

Kentucky 109.20 Texas i 173.85 

Louisiana 228.90 Utah 
! 

28.35 

Maine 8.40 Vermont I 3.15' 

Maryland 266.70 Vlfginia I 132.70 

Massachusetts 254.10 Washington 
I 
I 147.10 

Michigan ·394.80 West Virginia I 21.00 

Minnesota 81.90 Wisconsin I 74.55 

Mississippi 58,SO Wyoming I S.40 

Missouri 20S.95 TOTAL 
Ir0 .509.000.000 

. 
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HALF YEAR INCREASE PUSHES PRISON POPULATION TO RECORD HIGH 

WASHINGTON, D.C .. -- There are more men and women in state 

and federal prisons than ever before. The inmate population on 

June 30 was 925,247, the Justice Department's Bureau of Justice 

Statistics (BJS) reported today. 

The number of prison inmates grew by an average 1;600 a week 
. I 

from January through June, or about 5 percent during the six
! 

.month period, BJS said. 

"This was the third largest six-month ~ncrease ever 

recorded," noted Acting B.JS Director Lawre+e A. Greenfeld. 

"State corrections officials and the federall prison system 
I 

reported to us a six percent increase in th~ first half of 1990 

and a record 7.3 percent increase in 1989." 

I 
I 

The increase of almost 42,000 inmates so ~ar this year was 
i 

considerably more than the 31,500 additiona~ prisoners counted 

during the first six months of 1992. 

(MORE) 
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The federal prison population has grown by 8.4 percent this 

year, which is almost double the 4·.3 percentl grOwth rate of the 

l
prlsons. . the 50 t a t and th D"l'strl'ct ofln s es e Columbia. 

Two states recorded double-digit half-year increases: Texas, 

I
~1 .. 8 peic~nt, and West Virginia, 11.1 percenr' For a full year 

endi'ng 6rijurik; "30 "six states had prisoner "growth exceeding 10 

perc~nt: Texas, Minnesota, Georgia, Oklahomal California, and 

Delaware. Six states recorded declines dUri~g-the 12-month 
I . 

period: Maine, New Jersey, Rhode Island, Nebraska, Montana and 
! 

Oregon. 

On June 30, considering only persons sentenced to state or 

federal prison for more than one year (known as "sentenced" 

prisoners), the incarceration rate was a record 344 inmates per 

100,000 U.S. residents. 

There. were 37 sentenced female offenderi in prison for every 

I
100,000 females in .the population. The rate\fOr males was 18 

timeshigher--665 sentenced male prisoners for every 100,000 male 
I 

U.S. inhabitants. 

(MOf<E) 



- 3 

As of midyear for all 50 states and t~e District of Columbia 

there were 316 sentenced prisoners per 100'1000 ~~pulation. 

Louisiana had the highest such rate--505 inmates per 100,000 
II 

residents. North Dakota had the lowest rate--69 
. 

inmates per 

100,000 residents. The federal rate was 2~ sentenced prisoners 

per 100,000 U.S. residents. 

Information about other Bureau of Justice Statistics 

pUblications may be obtained from'the NatiJnal Criminal Justice 

iReference Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Mar\Yland 20850. The 

telephone number is 1-201-251-5500. The toll-free number is 

1-800-732-3277. 

Data from tables and graphs used in mary ~JS reports can be 

made available in spreadsheet files on 5 1/~1' and 3 1/2"
I 

diskettes by calling (202) 307-0784. For a~ditional information 

and statistics on drugs and crime issues cohtact BJS's Drugs and 

Crime ,Data Center and onClearinghouse 1-80~-666-3332. 

# # # 

93-69 
I

After hours contact: Stu Smith at 301-983-9U54. 



Alaska. Prisons and jails form an integrated 
system. NPS data include both jail and prison 
·populations. 

Arizona. Population counts are based on custody 
data and exclude 100 male inmates housed in local 
jails due to crowding. 

California. Population counts are based on custody 
data and include civil narcotic addict commitments, 
county diagnostic cases, Federal and other States' 
inmates, and safekeepers. 

Colorado. Population counts for "Inmates with over 
1 year maximum sentence" include a small number 
of inmates-with a maximum sentence of 1 year or 
less. Beginning June 30, 1991, Colorado is report
ing jurisdiction population counts whic/1 are not 
strictly comparable to prisoner counts for prior 
reference dates. . 

Connecticut. Prisons and jails form an integrated 
system. NPSdata include both jail and prison 
populations: 

Delaware. In Delaware, populations of inmates 
gillen partially suspended sentences (part served in 
prison, part under probation) are included with the 
"Inmates with oller 1 year maximum sentence" only 
if the prison portion of the sentence exceeds 1 year. 
Prisons and jails form an integrated system. NPS 
data include both jail and prison populations. 

District of Columbia. In the District of Columbia, 
populations of inmates gillen partially suspended 
sentences (part served in prison, part under 
probation) are included with the "Inmates with oller 1 

.year maximum sentence" only if the prison portion of 

the sentence exceeds 1 year. Prisons and jails form 

an integrated system. NPS data include both jail 
and prison populations. 

Federal. Population counts for "Inmates with a 
sentence of 1 year or less," include 1,617 males and 
77 females whose sentence length is unknown. 

Florida. Population counts are based on custody 
data 

.Georgla. Population counts are based on custody 
data and exclude an undetermined number of 
inmates housed in local jails solely to ease 
crowding; these inmates awaited pickup. 

HawaII. Prisons and jails form an integrated 
system. NPS data include both jail and prison 
populations. 

Idaho. At midyear 1992 population counts were 
.based on jurisdictional data. Beginning December 
31. 1992, population counts were based on custody 
data. 

illinois. Population counts are based on custody 
data. Counts of "Inmates with oller 1, year maximum 
sentence" include an undetermined number of 
inmates with a sentence of 1 year. 

Indiana. At midyear 1992 population counts were 
based on custody data. Beginning December 31, 
1992, population counts were based on jurisdictional 
data. At midyear 1993 counts include 761 male and 
18 female inmates held in local jails solely to ease 
crowding or awaiting pickup by State authorities. 

Iowa. Population counts are based on custody 
data. 

I 
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Table 1. Prisoners under JurisdIction ofl State and Federal 
correctional authorities June 30, 1993, December 31, 1992, 
and June 30, 1992, by region and 'State 

Percent change from 
I 6/30/92 12/31/92 

Total prison popul~tion· to to 
6130/93 12131/92 

...Not calculated. 

1) Indicates a negatille percent change. 


883,656 

80,259 
803,397 

833.163 
50,493 

138.144 

11,403 
1,519 

10.053 
1,777 

22,653 
61,736 
24,974 

2,775 
1,254 

167,023 

31.640 
13,945 
4,518 
6,028 

39,113 
3,822 

16,189 
2.514 


477 

38.378 

1,487 
8,912 

324,091 

17,453 
8,285 
4,051 

10.875 
48,302 
25,290 
10,364 
20,896 
19,977 
8,780 

20,454 
14,821 . 
18.643 
11.849 
61,178 
21,199 

1.674 

174,139 

2.865 
16,477 

109,496 
8.997 
2,926 
2,256 
1,498 
6.049 
3.271 
6,583 
2.699 
9,959 
1.063 

I 6130192 6/30/93 6/30193 


U.S. total 

Federal institutio ns 
State institutions 

Male 
Female 

Northeast 

Connecticut 
Maine· 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Midwest 

Illinois 
Indiana" 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
South Dakota 
Wisconsin 

South 

Alabama· 
Arkansas 
Delaware 
Dis!. of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texasd 

Virginia 
West Virginia 

West 

Alaska 

Arizona 

California 

Colorado 

Hawaii 

IdahO" 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Oregon 

Utah 

Washington 

Wyoming 


925,247 

86.972 
838.275 

871,701 
53,546 

141,598 

12,067 
1,470 
9.950 
1,765 

22.837 
63,875 
25.588 

2.824 
1.222 

171,955 

33.072 
14,221 
4.695 
6,230 

39,893 
4,055 

16.540 
2,544 


491 

39.792 

1,538 
8.884 

342,785 

18,349' 
8,736 
4,284 

11,295 
50,603 
27,004 
10.526 
21,915 
20.173 

9,586 
21.086 
15.676 
18.892 
12.567 
68,377 
21;857 

1.859 

181,937' 

2,928 
16,998 

115,534. 
9,188 
3,079 
2,177 
1,464 
6,270 
3,440 
6,626 
2.827 

10,349 
1.057 

I 


I 


855.722 

77.389 
778,333 

806,301 
49,421 

136,580 

11,419 
1.586 
9,458 
1.642 

23.733 
60.254 
24,344 

2,922 
1,222 

161,476 

30,432 
13.246 
4,485 
6.185 

37.228 
3.647 

15.997 
2.596 


478 

37,452 

1,464 
8.266 

312.096 

17.268 
8.188 
3.889 

10.781 
47,012 
24,332 
10.196 
20,426 
19.997 
9,517 

19,669 
14,125 
18,843 
11,604 
53,420 
21,112 

1,717 

168.181 

2,715 
15,884 

104,352 
8,698 
2,947 
2,352 
1,549 
6.056 
3,298 
6,714 
2,692 
9,892 
1,032 

I 


Number of sentenced 
prisoners per 100,00Q 
population on 6/30/93" 

344 


28 

316 


665 

37 


267 


275 

117 


. 165 

158 

292 

351 

212 

167 

152 


281 


282 

246 

166 

244 

420 

90 


315 

153 

69 


359 

214 

175 


374 


426 

344 

392 


1.560 

369 

382 

277 

505 

385 

356 

295 

483 

489 

247 

381 

335 

102 


309 


320 

415 

355 

258 

168 

199 

175 

457 

205 

172 

152 

197 

223 


8.1 

12.4 
7.7 

8.1 
8.3 

3.7 

5.7 
(-7.3) . 

5.2 
7.5 

(-3.8) 
6.0 
5.1 

(-3.4) 
o 
6.5 

8.7 

4.7 

.7 


7.2 
11.2 
3.4 

(-2.0) 
2.7 
6.2 
5.1 
7.5 

9.8 

6.3 
6.7 

10.2 
4.8 
7.6 

11.0 
3.2 
7.3 


.9 


.7 

7.2 

11.0 

.3 


8.3 
28.0 

3.5 
8.3 

8.2 

7.8 
7.0 

10.7 
5.6 
4.5 

(-5.5) 
3.5 
4.3 

(-1.3) 
5.0 
4.6 
2.4 

4.7 

8.4 
4.3 

4.6 
6.0 

2.5 

5.8 
(-3.2) 

(-.7) 
(-.8) 
3.5 
2.5 
1.8 

(-2.6) 

3.0 

4.5 
2.0 
3.9 
3.4 
2.0 
6.1 
2.2 
1.2 
2.9 
3.7 
3.4 
(-.3) 

5.8 

5.1 
5.4 
5.8 
3.9 
4.8 
6.8 
1.6 
4.9 
1.0 
9.2 
3.1 
5.8 
1.3 
6.1 

11.8 
3.1 

11.1 

4.5 

2.2 
3.2 
5.5 
2.1 
5.2 

(-3.5) 
(-2.3) 

3.7 
5.2 


.7 

4.7 
3.9 
(-.6) 

The total prisoner population includes those sentenced to more than 1 year (referred to as "sentenced 
prisoners") and those with sentences of 1 year or less or no sentence. Prisoner counts may differ from 
those reported in previous publications and are subject to revision as updated figures become available. 
bThe rate per 100.000 residents is based upon the number of prisoners sentenced to more than 1 year. 
"Percent change could not be calculated. See State ~notes for details. 
dSee the explanatory note for Texas. 



Maryland. While population totals are actual North Carolina. In North Carolina, populations of 
manual counts, the breakdowns for sentence length inmates given partially suspended sentences (part 
are estimates. served in prison, part under probation) are included 

with the "Inmates with over 1 year maximum 
Massachusetts: Population counts are based on sentence" only if the prison portion of the sentence 
custody data and exclude 883 males housed In local exceeds 1 year. While population totals are actual 
jails due to crowding, 32 inmates held in Federal counts, the break-downs for sentence length are 
Bureau 01 Prison facilities, and 32 inmates held out estimates believed to be accurate within 1 % of the 
of State. Population counts could not be provided actual numbers. 
by sentence length. Counts of sentenced prisoners 

with inmates with maximum sentences greater than . 
1 year only if the prison portion of the sentence 
exceeds 1 year. Prisons and jails form an Integrated 
system. NPS data Include both jail and prison 
populations. 

Tennessee. Population counts include 1,227 males 
and 132 females housed in local jails solely to ease 
crowding, and exclude 2,809 felons sentenced to 
local Jails. The count of inmates with maximum 

for earlier reporting periods may not be strictly OhIo. Population counts for inmates with maximuril sentences greater than 1 year includes a small 
comparable. Population totals are actual counts; sentences greater than 1 year include an unde- I number with sentences of 1 year or less. 
however, the male/lemale breakdown is an estimate termined number of inmates with a sentence of 1 
believed to be within 0.1 % of the actual year or less. Texas. Population counts are based on custody 
disaggregation. By law, offenders in Massachusetts data. Including 1,204 inmates in pre-parole facilities, 
may be sentenced to terms of up to 2 1/2 years In Oklahoma. Population counts lor inmates with 264 in State-operated boot camps, 3,360 in State
locally operated jails and correctional institutions. maximum sentences greater than l·year may operated detention facilities, and 869 in substance 

, Such populations are excluded Irom the State count include a small undetermined number of inmates abuse treatment centers. The following, not 

but are included in published population counts and with a sentence of 1 year. Population counts 
 included in the custody counts, were the numbers 
rates for local JailS and correctional institutions .. exclude 422 male and 38 female inmates held in of inmates sentenced to State prison but in local 
Because of differing collection methods at yearend local jails solely to ease· crowding. Jails awaiting transport: (6/30/92)17,220; (12131/92) 
and midyear, the 6-month percent change could not 19,815; and (6/30/93) 23,064. 

be calculated. Oregon. For midyear and yearend 1992, population 


counts for inmates with maximum sentences greatef Vermont. Prisons and jails form an integrated 

Michigan. Population counts are based on custody than 1 year include an undetermined number of I' system. NPS data include both jail and prison 

data and include inmates in the Community inmates with a sentence of 1 year or less. populations. 

Residential Program. 


Rhode Island. In Rhode Island, populations of West Virginia. Population counts exclude 311 male 
Inmates given partially suspended sentences (part I and 18 female Inmates housed in local jails solely to 
served in prison, part under probation) are Included ease crowding or awaiting pickup by State 

authorities. 

Table 2, The prison situation among the States, June 3D, 1993 


I 

10 States wilh Sentenced 10 States 10 States with 

the largest Number 10 States with prisoners wilh highest th'e largest Number 

total prison of highest incar- per 100,000 annual growth Percent numbar of of female 

populations inmates ceration rates' residents 6/30/92 to 6130/93 change female prisoners prisoners 


California 115,534 Louisiana 505 Texas 28.0% C~lifornia 7.232 

Texas 68.3n South Carolina 489 Minnesota 11.2 New York 3,509 

New York 63.875 Oklahoma 483 Oklahoma 11.0 Texas' 3.040 

Florida 50,603 Nevada 457 Georgia 11.0 FlOrida 2.638 

Michigan 39,893 Alabama 426 California 10.7 Ohio 2,506 

Ohio .39,792 Michigan 420 Delaware 102 Michigan 1.837 

Illinois 33,072 Arizona 415 Illinois 8.7 Georgia 1.620 

Georgia 27,004 Delaware 392 TennsS'see 8.3 Illinois 1.576 

Pennsylvania 25,588 Maryland 385 West Virginia 8.3 Oklahoma 1,508 

New Jersey 22,837 Georgia 382 Alaska 7.8 Virginia 1,221


. I 

Note: The. Dislrict of Columbia as a wholly urban jurisdiction is excluded. 

"The number of prisoners w~h sentences greater than 1 year per 100,000 reSidents. 


·t,':' 

Table 3. Average weekly growth In the number of 
. prisoners du!lng the flrst.~alf Of. the year, 1989-93 

~. ", ,:". . . 
Average weekly growth in the number of prisoners 

January to January 10 January to January to January to 

June 1993 June 1992 June.1991 June 1990 June 1989 


U.S. total 1,600 1,209 1,160 1,642 1,839 

I Federal 
State 

258 
1.341 

222 
987 

80 
1.080 

182 
1,460 

186 
1,653 

Male 
Female 

1,482 
117 

1.139 
70 

1,083 
77 

1,529 
113 

1,658 
182 

I Regions 
Northeast 
Midwest 
South 
West 

133 
190 
719 
300 

181 
214 
393 
199 

200 
195 
385 
300 

304 
314 
542 
300 

347 
363 
560 
383 

Note: Comparisons are for December 31 and June 30. 
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ADVANCE FOR RELEASE AT 5 P.M. EDT BJS 
SUNDAY, AUGUST 29, 1993 202-307-0784 

LOCAL JAILS HELD 444,584 AT MI'DYEAR 1992 
INMATES TOTAL 174 PER 100,000 U.S. INHABITANTS 

There were 444,584 local jail inmates throughout the country 

as of midyear 1992, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS)

I.. .announced tod ay. BJS, the Department of Justlce's statlstlcs 

agency, said this was 4.2 percent more thaJ the 426,479 inmates 

.. I
12 months earller--sllghtly less than the 5.2 percent annual 

since 1970, BJS said. 

"During 1992 the nation's 3,300 jails were estimated to be 

operating at about 99 percent of the ratedcapacity--an 

improvement from the 108 percent occupancy!rate in 1989, the 

highest year recorded," noted Acting BJS Dlrector Lawrence A. 

Greenfeld. "Jails, as defined here, are f~cilities that are 

operated by local rather than state officiJls and hold people 
. I 

awaiting criminal trials as well as convicted offenders generallyI . 
serving sentences of one year or less. Excluded are police 

lockups or drunk tanks as well as federal dr state piisons." 

-MORE
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BJS said 91 per6ent bf the jail inmates were male and 
- I

estimated that one i~ every 226 adult men and one in every 2,417 

adult women in the country were in jail on ~une 30, 1992. 

Forty percent of the jail population wLre white non

- Hispanics, 44 percent were non-Hispanic blalks, 15 percent were 

Hispanics of any race and 1-percent were ofl other races, such as 

Native Americans, Aleuts, Asians and Pacific Islanders. 

The incarceration rate for blacks has risen more rapidly 

than the rate for whites. From 1984, the-earliest for which the 
. I 

data are available, the rate for blacks rosie from 339 inmates per 

- 100, 000 to 619 per 100, 000. For whites the; increase during the 

1984-1992 period was from 68 to 109 per 100,000. As of June 30 

last -year local jails held an estimated 195 ,156 blacks and 
1 

2-32~966 whites, BJS said. i 


__ As last. year,
of ~une 30 131 of the c~ntry.s503 largest 

jail jurisdictions~-meaning jail populations averaging at least 

100 inrnates--r~orted that at least one of ~heir jail facilities 

was under court order or a consent decree to reduce inmate 

population. 
I 

Judges intervened most often with popJlation reduction 


orders, but they also cited staff, medi~al ,/ recreation, 


operations ahd program problems. Overall ~57 of the 503 large 


jurisdiction~ were under c~urt orders to lJmit population or 


-MORE
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remedy a specific situation. Almost one-third of the large 

jurisdictions with a facility under a courl order were cited for 

six or more conditions. 

Jurisdictions with large jail popula~ions were holding 9,528 

inmates for federal authorities and 36,097 for state authorities, 

primarily because of crowding in state pr~sons. They also held 

3,355 for other local authorities. 

On June 3D, 1992, nine of the large j~riSdictions were 

operating boot camps, which held about 4 percent of the inmates 
, 

in these jurisdictions. Almost three-fou~ths of the larger 

jurisdictions had residents in daily work release programs-

i7,887 inmates in 359 jurisdictions. 
I 

On the same day, 180 of the large jurisdictions were 

, 1 t' , . I . hoperatlng a terna lve-to-lncarceratl0n programs, suc as 

' .. h d I . h l'ke 1ectronlC monltorlng, ouse arrest, ay ~eportlng or tel e. 
! 

Electronic monitoring was the most widely lavailable and had the 

most participants--118 jurisdictions and 4,582 participants.
I.. . 

Three hundred eight of the 503 large ijurisdictions reported 
! 

that they tested inmates for drug use. Few jurisdictions (35)
I 

itested all of their inmates for drugs. Many more (219) tested 
I 

upon suspicion of drug use. 

Among the largest jurisdictions, 420 Ireported operating at 

least one jail facility that had a drug tFeatment, alcohol 
I 

rehabilitation, psychiatric examination, psychological counseling 

-MORE
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or education program. One hundred twenty-seven jurisdictions 

operated all such programs. 

Educational programs, including literacy, basic education 

.and General Education Degree programs, were offered in more than 

two-thirds of the large jurisdictions. As of June 30, 1992, 

about 9 percent of the inmates in these jurisdictions were 

participating in an educational program. 

Alcohol and drug treatment programs were offered in more 

than 50 percent of the large jurisdictions. The inmate 

participation was less than 10 percent on the day of the survey. 

Thirty-five percent of the large jurisdictions, reported one 

or more inmate deaths during the 12-month period ended June 30, 

1992, compared to 190 (38 percent) the year before. 

Among the 445 inmate deaths during the year in large 

jurisdictions, AIDS-related diseases accounted for 24 percent, 

suicides 28 percent, fatal injuries (murder or manslaughter) 3 

percent, accidents and undetermined causes 6 percent and natural 

causes 38 percent. 

Single copies of the BJS bulletin "Jail Inmates 1992" (NCJ. 
143284) as well as other BJS statistical bulletins and reports 

may be obtained from the National Criminal Justice Reference 

Service, Box 6000, Rockville, Maryland 20850. The telephone 

number is 1-800-732-3277. 

93-64 
After hours 'contact: stu smith 301-983-9354 


